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As may be seen from the original programme printed 
in Erdmann’s History of Philosophy under the date 
1890, the Library of Philosophy was designed as a 
cpntribution to the History of Modern Philosophy 
under the heads: first of different Schools of Thought 
— Sensationalist, Realist, Idealist, Intuitivist ; secondly 
of different Subjects — ^Psychology, Ethics, jEsthetics, 
Political Philosophy, Theology. While much had been 
done in England in tracing the course of evolution 
in nature, history, economics, morals, and religion, 
little had been done in tracing the development of 
thought on these subjects.. Yet “the evolution of 
opinion is part of the whole evolution”. 

By the co-operation of different writers in carrying 
out this plan it was hoped that a thoroughness and 
completeness of treatment, otherwise unattainable, 
might be secured. It was believed also that from 
writers mainly British and American fuller considera- 
tion of English Philosophy than it had hitherto received 
might be looked for. In tl|je earlier series of bdoks con- 
taining, among others, Bosanquet’s History of Msthetic, 
Pfleiderer’s national Theology since Kant, Albee’s His- 
tory of English Utilitarianism, Bonar’s Philosophy and 
Political Economy, Brett’s History of Psychology, 
Ritchie’s Natural Rights, these objects were to a large 
extent effected. '* 

In the me^time original work of a high order was 
being produ^M both England and America by such 
writers as Bradley, Stout, Bertrand Russell, Baldwin, 
Urban, Mmtugue, and others, and a new interest in 
foreign W!^3^s,^German, French, and Italian, which had 




either become classical or were attracting public atten- 
tion, had developed. The scope of the Library ^hus 
became extended into something more international, 
and it is entering on the fifth decade of its existence 
in the hope that it may contribute in this highest field 
of thought to that Intellectual Co-operation which is 
one of the most significant objects of the League 'of 
Nations and kindred organizations. 
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PBEFATOEY NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


Thu translation has been carefully revised and the 
previous edition has been extensively altered. A trans- 
lation of a work of such originahty and profound 
insight into the operations of the human spirit — 
profundity which is often dark as well as deep — ^must 
necessarily be m large measure an interpretation of 
the thought as well as a rendering of the language of 
the text. The changes which have been introduced 
have brought the translation closer to the text; it is 
hoped that they have also made the meaning clearer 
to the reader. 

In the revision of the translation, invaluable assis- 
tance has been received from the suggestions and 
criticisms of Professor Joachim of Oxford. 

The resetting of the translation, which the numerous 
alterations have involved, has made it possible to 
produce the work m the more convenient form of a 
single volume, in place of the two volumes in which 
the translation origmaUy appeared. 

The “Translator’s Introduction” has been as a whole 
recast for the new edition and considerable additions 
have . been made. The present Introduction may 
prove more helpful towards an understandmg of the 
work, and may also serve as a short mtroduction to 
Hegel’s system generally.’- 

Dr. Georg Lasson of Berlm, the learned and inde- 
fatigable editor of Hegel’s works, has given generous 
help in connection with the present as with the 
previous edition of the translation. 

I am greatly indebted to Dr. Turner of the Depart- 
ment of Philosophy in Liverpool University for having 
so kindly undertaken the arduous labour of correctmg 
the proofs. I am also much obliged to the proprietors 

^ For a fuller introduction to the system the reader may be referred to 
my article on Hegel in Hastings’s JSncyclopced^a of Religion and Ethics 
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and 'puTblisliers of Hastings’s E^icyclopcedia of Religion 
and Ethics for their cordial assistance. 

The text from which the translation has been made 
is primarily that of the second edition, published in 
1841, and edited by Schulze, The text of the first 
edition (1807) has been referred to; and the scholarly 
edition of Hr. G. Lasson (Leipzig, 1907), with its 
excellent Introduction, has been of great service. A 
second edition of Lasson’s recension appeared in 1921, 
and m 1928 the same editor brought out as a third 
edition of the work a reproduction of the text of 
Hegel’s origmal edition (1807). 

An index has been made for the present edition of 
the translation. This may usefully supplement the 
detailed table of contents. It has been found impracti- 
cable, however, to give the references to such terms 
as “umversality”, “negation”, which, while important, 
recur throughout the whole work. 


The XJniveesity, Leeds 
A'pril 1931 


J B BAILLIE 
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The Phenomenology of M^nd was the first fruit of Hegel’s 
iiiteUectual maturity. It appeared in 1807 v lien he was 
thirty-seven years of age. I t was also the last work to 
engage his attention. He had begun to revise the book 
with a view to a second edition in the autumn of 1831, 
a revision which was to be confined to mmor alterations 
of the text without any change m the form or substance 
of the argument. He had reached about half-way 
through the Preface a few weeks before his death in 
November of that year. 

It had been preceded by several miscellaneous 
publications on theological and philosophical subjects. 
The most important of these were his essays con- 
tributed to the Cr itical Journal of Ph%losovh ii^ (first 
published in 1802), and the essay on the “Difference 
between the philosophical systems of Fichte and 
Schellmg”.^ The latter was issued separately in 1801, 
and was at once a critical exposition of the work of 
his chief contemporaries and marked a turnmg point 
m his. own philosophical development. These earher 
writmgs proclaimed the advent of a master mind of 
uncommon speculative ability. But there was httle in 
them to mdicate constructive originahty or to suggest 
the direction in which his mmd was to evolve.® The 
years between 1803 and 1806 seem to have been 
decisive for his development. His lectures to his 
students disclose the beginnmgs of a systematic 

^ Contaiaed in. voL i. Hegel’s Werke, ed Michelet and also m Hegel’s 
VermiscMe Schrifim, vol i , ed Forster and Boninamx (1834). 

® Hegel’s Werke, vol, x 

® Some attempt has been made by the translator to trace the course of 
Hegel’s development at this early stage m The Ongin and Significance 
of Hegd^s Logic (1902), 

See also W, IJilthey, Die Jugendgeschichte HegeU (1906), 
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scheme of thought. The study of history and of 
the history of philosophy in particular, on which he 
first lectured in 1805,. transformed the whole con- 
ception of the problem of philosophy, as hitherto 
understood by himself and his contemporaries. He 
saw, as no philosopher smce Aristotle had seen, 
the necessity for establishmg his own philosophical 
position, not by the refutation of the philosophical 
theories of the past, but by incorporating them within 
his own system. He sought to do so by giving logical 
continuity to what in appearance was mere historical 
sequence, and by shewing that his own distinctive 
1 principle of synthesis was at once the presupposition, 
? the outcome, and the completion of the theories of his 
predecessors. He further conceived, as no one before 
him had done, that, m order to vm dica^g Jbgg. iprineiple 
completdy,_iLjQlim3ecoa9 Ml Y.-..^ ^ ^ within its 
sway every fundamental type of experience in whi ch 
'mind, had been historically realized. The'"pnnci^le 
“WSiildTihus connect together, interplFet and explain, 
and itself be the final result of aU experience as histori- 
cally known. The systematic elaboration of this concep- 
tion found expression in his first complete treatise — 
|| the Phenomenology of Mind. 

In its plan, its purpose, its method and its manner 
of execution, the work is umque in the history of 
philosophy. The subject in front of the author’s min d 
throughout the argument may be said to be the whole 
i range of human experience as historically realized in 
dSerent f orms andriiO^ISerent~stage3~~~mOTe" pTrticu- 
lariyUrT Wesferri Euro pe. Movements of human hiiiory 
which have marked epochs in the development of the 
human race are treated as typical or permanent 
embodiments of attitudes of mind or prmciples in 
operation in the spirit of man, and are discussed in 
shadowy form through which the historical reality 
implied is only dimly visible. Tracts of experience 



TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION . 13 

which have each formed from time to time the subject 
of separate analysis by different thinkers are here 
regarded as fragments of a single system. Types and 
processes of science lose their seff-containedness and 
are reduced to phases of the necessary movement of 
human intelligence. The importance of religion in 
human experience is not allowed to obscure the fact 
that religion is but one necessary act in the drama of 
human existence. To philosophy there is also assigned 
its appomted relative place; but all philosophies are 
taken to be aspects of a single mood of the mind, and 
the array of philosophical theories constituting the 
history of philosophy are abbreviated mto central 
prmciples which together involve a smgle comprehen- 
sive truth controUmg the minds of individual philoso- 
phers even though unknown to themselves. 

So exhaustive an analysis of the hfe-history of the 
human spirit, so sustamed an effort to reduce its 
varied and involved forms of expression to their simple 
leading prmciples, and to express these controUmg 
ideas in an orderly, connected system, had certainly 
never before been compressed withm the compass of a 
smgle treatise. The courage which made such an effort 
possible was, no doubt, in large measure due to the 
state of the inteUectual atmosphere at the time when 
the book was written, an atmosphere surcharged with 
behefs and ideas, which were capable of stimulatmg and 
sustaining philosophical enthusiasm, or of excitmg and 
intoxicatmg speculative ambition. Influenced as Hegel' 
undoubtedly was by the confident aspirations of his, 
contemporaries, he yet saw the necessity for chaining 
speculative imagination to the solid ground of triedi 
and verifiable experience. The wealth of familiar and 
accessible truth in science, history, and ordmary 
experience, must be at our disposal before philosophy 
can take with assurance the high road of comprehen- 
sive, systematic knowledge. The constant, if cryptic, 
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reference thronghiout the whole of the treatise to facts 
of nature, human nature, and human history, amply 
testifies at any rate to the seriousness with which 
Hegel endeavoured to meet this demand of all true 
philosophy. In this sense, the work is in large measure 
\a reaction against the ingenious manipulation of prm- 
ciples ^n aistracto, which characterized the theories of 
his immediate predecessors before the appearance of the 
'^PheTumenology in 1807. It is, therefore, small surprise 
that, though the appearance of the book was hailed 
with great expectation, the work was received with 
coldness and dissatisfaction by those who had, up to 
this pomt, been Hegel’s teachers and friends. 

But while an enormous wealth of representative 
material lies behmd the treatise, partly illummating the 
argument, partly determinmg the course of its develop- 
ment, it need not be supposed that the author intended 
to la^ claim to omniscience. From first to last it is 
apparent that the author was hmited by the information 
available at his time, by the scientific views prevalent 
during his day, and by his own selective interest in the 
material presented before him Only m one department 
was his knowledge sufficiently adequate to reduce this 
^imitation to smaller dimensions. This was the 46P^rl'“ 
ment of History, and more especially the History of 
Philosophy. But here, it may well be said, the material 
was regarded as primarily representative, and typical 
of movements of the human spirit, so that errors of 
fact or of detail are, for the purpose of the argument, 
msigmficant. Even so, his selection of such material is 
governed by his interest m the problem of the Phenom- 
enology, by his phonal predilections, and also by the 
philosophical prmcipIe'lpEIchnEe'adopted. A selection 
under such conditions imposes restrictions on the char- 
acter of the argument of the treatise. Such limitations 
are doubtless inevitable, and they help us to explain 
many of the peculiarities, the omissions, and the defects, 
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of the work. Subjects are treated in the book with a 
fullness, and even diffuseness of analysis, which must 
now seem utterly out of proportion to the value of 
what is discussed. For example, Hegel devotes much 
labour to demonstrating the hollow pretentiousness 
of the pseudo-sciences of “Phrenology” and “Physi- 
ognomy,” and endeavours to bring to light the truth 
which they had misconstrued.^ The explanation is that 
in his day these twin scientific impostures had great 
success, and won much favour from learned and un- 
learned ahke. The scientific function of “Observation”, 
again, is dealt with at an inordinate length, doubtless 
because of the success which attended the scientific 
investigation of nature towards the end of the 18th 
century.^ So, too, the constantly recurring reference 
to states of spiritual hfe which were familiar features 
of the Romantic movement, is only to be explamed 
by the outstandmg historical importance of this move- 
ment at the time the book was written. 

The omissions from the treatise are as remarkable 
as the exaggerated attention devoted to some aspects 
of experience relatively to others. In a work ostensibly 
deahng with the whole range of human experience, it 
seems surprismg to find jao. specific discussion of our 
knowledge .of or of number, or of the sphere of 
fact dealt with by chemistry, or again, to take another 
domain of experience remote from these, there is no 
mention at all of important fine arts, like music or 
teainting. Such omissions are all the more staking when 
we bear in mind Hegel’s keen appreciation of the value 
of both pure science and fine art, and when we remember 
that, in his later works, a full and elaborate treatment 
IS given to the subjects just mentioned. It is not enough 
to plead in excuse that he is dealing in this work with 

^ This truth finds ample recognition not merely in ordinary experience 
hut in the recent work of scientific investigators such as Lomhroso 
® Vide p, 271 



16 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


the .main types of experience, and that what is not 
explicitly discussed is implied m the analyses of the 
types selected; for it seems obvious that the kinds of 
knowledge and of art above referred to, play an unique 
part in experience, and are not simply specific forms of 
more general types of experience. 

Looking at the plan of the treatise as a whole and 
the method of treatment assigned to the forms of 
experience brought under review, an impartial critic is 
bound to admit that th e scheme o f the work is un- 
balanced. The discussion of some partsls foreshortened; 
in other cases, subjects are treated with an elaborate- 
ness of detail in which the main idea is overborne by 
the sheer mass of the material used to elucidate it. At 
times, indeed, the writer seems to have become so 
absorbed with the particular subject in hand, that for 
the time being he seems to have lost perspective. In 
such cases, the author’s description of his work as his 
“voyage of discovery” is rather an explanation than 
a defence of his procedure. Tor the business of a writer? 
IS to determme the chart of his argument before he sets 
out on his literary expedition, and not to draw it after-/ 
wards m order to discover what coasts of truth he has/ 
visited. Hegel himself felt that in many parts the 
argument had been overweighted,^ and express’ed the 
hope, m a letter to his friend Niethammer, that he j 
might be able, in a second edition, to “unload some of 1 
the ballast, and get the ship to float more easily.”® 
The last part of the work in particular seems hurried 
and condensed. To the discussion of “Eeligion” and 
“Absolute Knowledge”, m both of which he was 
supremely mterested, one would naturally have expected 
the author to have devoted the greatest elaboration. 

1 Brief Cf i p 80. See also the letter to ScheUing, Brief et i p 102. 

^ It was a quarter of a century before the wish had the prospect of 
being fulfilled, and then, unfortunately, the author, as above stated, 
died before he had re\used many pages 
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For it was one of the main objects of his task to explain 
and justify the place of Philosophical Knowledge in 
the plan of human expenence. Yet the analysis of * 
“Religion” seems fragmentary, and inadequate to the ! 
theme; while the statement of “Absolute Knowledge” ; 
is brief and elliptical to the verge of obscurity. This is . 
in stnkmg contrast to the long and carefuUy-wrought 
argument dealing with the sphere of moral and social 
experience which immediately precedes the section on 
Religion. The defect certainly demands some explana- 
tion, and this seems to be found in the circum- 
stances under which this last part of the treatise was 
written. 

In a letter to Schelling, in which Hegel promises to 
send him a copy of the book,^ Hegel asks indulgence 
for the unsatisfactory character of the last parts of the 
work, and says, as if by way of explanation, that the 
I “composition of the book was concluded at midnight 
ibefore the battle of Jena”. This sormds rather fanciful. 
'“On the night before the battle” there could have been 
no serious cannonade to disturb Hegel’s meditations. 
In point of fact, the Prussian General himself did not 
expect Napoleon to attack on October 14th (the day 
of the battle) ; and it is extremely unlikely that Hegel 
could ’have been so certain of Napoleon’s plans as to 
feel constrained to hurry on the completion of his book 
in case of eventualities. No doubt, after the battle, 
affairs in Jena were uncomfortable, and sufficiently 
uncertain to induce Hegel to carry about in his pocket 
the MS. finished on the night of the 13th, and to defer 
till the 20th, when things had quieted down, the 
despatch of his MS. to Bamberg. 

The real explanation was much more commonplace. 
Hegel had made an unfortunate arrangement with his 
publisher. Instead of waiting till the MS. of the work 
was actually finished before sending it to the publisher, 

^ Brief e, i. p 102 



18 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

• 

Hegel arranged to let the pubhsher have it in instal- 
ments. The publisher, who was both printer and 
bookseller, was to pay so much a sheet, the first 
payment to be made when half the entire MS. was 
in his hands Printing began in February, 1806. When 
Hegel had sent what he took to be half the MS. of the 
book, and demanded payment accordingly, the pub- 
hsher declared himself unable to feel satisfied that this 
really was half the MS Payment was therefore refused, 
and further, the edition of one thousand copies, 
originally agreed upon, was altered now to one of seven 
hundred and fifty, with a corresponding diminution 
of payment to the author. Hegel, bemg much in need 
of the money, appealed in despair to his friend Niet- 
hammer, then hvmg m Bamberg (the place of publica- 
tion), and asked his good offices to urge the publisher 
to forward the money. The pubhsher was obdurate. 
Fmally, Niethammer made a new contract with the 
pubhsher, whereby Niethammer agreed to pay the 
pubhsher so much shoidd Hegel fail to send the last 
of the MS. by October 18, 1806. This new contract was 
made on September 29th. By great effort, Hegel 
managed to send off large instalments on the 8th and 
on 10th of October, promismg faithfully to send the last 
remammg instalment by the 13th. Meantime, Napoleon 
appeared on the scene, and hostilities with Prussia 
were definitely declared from Bamberg on October 7. 
The proxinuty of this Zeitgeist on horseback added 
to Hegel’s anxieties and difficulties; for there could 
be no certainty that postal arrangements would be 
efficiently carried out and the MS. safely reach its 
destmation, either in due time or at aU. Hegel was 
doubtless perturbed, for the loss of time would be 
serious to his friend, and the loss of the MS. irreparable 
to himself. It was in these circumstances that the last 
part of the Phenomenology was composed. With his 
mental energies strained to keep pace with the flight of 
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time, his personal honour at stake, with the roll of 
war in his ears, and an illiberal pubhsher master of his 
financial resources — Hegel could hardly be expected 
to be in the appropriate frame of mmd necessary to 
compose the dialectic hymn of Absolute Knowledge. 
There is thus some excuse, and at any rate sufficient 
explanation, for the curtailed analysis, and the con- 
densed utterance, which characterize these last stages 
of the work. 

But these defects, avoidable and unavoidable, to 
which reference has been made, do not seriously impair 
the monumental greatness of the work. No man canj 
escape from the hmitations of his own individuality,' 
any more than he can avoid the restrictions imposed ^ 
upon him by the circumstances of his time. The very 
attempt to rise above them requires their assistance to 
support the effort. We cannot, therefore, expect that 
the work before us, which, as we shall see, is so closely 
concerned with history, should be unaffected by the 
bonditions under which historical phenomena exist. 


II 

(a) 

The argument of the Phenomenology presents unusual 
difficulties even to the teamed student of philosophy. 
It has been said that a great man lays the world under 
the obligation to understand him. The obligation is 
not easily fulfilled when a man of genius of the highest 
order produces a philosophical mterpretation of experi- 
ence so novel in its design, so subtle in the texture of its 
thought, so comprehensive m its range and penetrating 
in its vision. It is impossible to trace the stages m the 
construction of the system. He made his “voyage of 
discovery” alone, and we are only made aware of his 
arrival at his destmation. It has been customary to 
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seek and to find the origins of his thought in his imme- 
diate predecessors, Kant, iBhchte, and Schelling.^ At 
hest, however, these provide merely clues to Hegel s 
main prmciples. The partial and formal similarity of 
principle does not account for the manner in which 
the principle was completely transformed by Hegel. If 
we attach sole importance in his development to these 
predecessors we overlook the profound influence on 
I Hegel’s mmd exercised by Greek thought on the one 
ihand and by history on the other; both of these being 
almost wholly ignored by the three thinkers named. 
On the whole, perhaps, the significance of these phil- 
osophers for Hegel appears to have been much exagger- 
ated. His mind was much too original to remain under 
their influence; and the easy mastery of their doctrine 
m his early critical writmgs shows that he quickly 
passed beyond them. 

It may be of some assistance in appreciating the point 
of view of the Phenomenology if we put the argument 
m the setting of Hegel’s philosophy as a whole. This 
.will throw light not only on the principle which operates 
i throughout the argument, but also on his method of 
I procedure, and on the place which the Phenomenology 
I occupies in his scheme of thought. 

And first it is essential to understand what he'meant 
by philosophy and what he expected philosophy, as 
a form of human activity, to accomplish. 

Hegel differs from other philosophers in nothmg 
more than the care which he bestowed on the considera- 
s tion of the place of philosophy in the plan of human 
fexperience. In this he reminds us of Plato and Aristotle 
rather than of any modem thinker. In a sense one might 
say that his conception of philosophy contains a kind of 

^ See, for example, Hntcliison Stirling’s ^Secret 0 / Hegel (1st edition, 
1866, 2nd edition, 1898) This is still the most stimulating introduction 
to the study of Hegel in English Stirlmg, however, has little to say of the 
phenomenology and does not seem to have recognized its importance. 
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epitom e of his whole system. He constantly recurs to the 
topic wfimiorer a relevant opportunity arises, and had 
no doubt as to what he meant by philosophy. 

The essential elements in Hegel’s conception are 
determined by reference to the object with which 
philosophy deals ; the medium in which it works ; and 
the m ethod by which it carries on its process to a fina l 
result. These factors are closely connected, but each is, 
distinct from the others. 

On Hegel’s view the object of philosophy is descnbed 
in general terms as the Whole, the Absolute, or God. 
This is reality without qualification, and hence, ab- 
stractly considered, can only be described as what is 
simply, or what is not finite, not a part. The specific 
meanmg assigned to this object varies with each 
philosophy, but it is one and the same object with 
which aU philosophies deal. Even when a philosophy 
denies that any definite meanmg can be attached to such 
an object, it is just the reference to this object which 
makes such a denial a contribution to philosophy. 
Whatever philosophy may or may not achieve, it has 
always been concerned with what is ultimate. This does 
not require demonstration; it is so much historical fact. 

Agam, the medium in which philosophy moves is 
that of the supreme a chievement of though t=a_notion.^ 
This has certain charac’^istics, negative and positive. 
Negatively, it is not derived from nor dependen L-oa- 
sens ation or perception, and hence is not a mere general 
concept, it is not a purely form al “abstract” umversal, 
and hence a notion has no rigid fixity of outhne, empty 
of all specific content and applicable to any, and does 
not exclude all relationship with other notions. Posi- 
tively characterized, a notion o perates freely an d 
independently within i tself and, underut^ own co n- 
ditions. It IS the ultimate principle controlling and 
pmetrating all thought wherever it appears, whether 
in sensation, perception, or abstract reflexion. It is 
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univBi’Sfl'lj but IS u coiicr6t6 'UJiiv6rs9jl} tboit iSj holds 
‘Within itself the particular and is the organic unity of 
universahty and particularity. It is a single identity 
in and through difference. And each notion directly 
refers to and connects itself intimately with other 
notions, so as to form an orgamcally articulated system, 
a self-contamed structure of notions. 

/ The method by which philosophy proceeds is that 
of deTelopment o f the notion. Development here doe s 
not m ean deYelopment m tame, but development in 
expression and coherence of the elements involved in 
the notion; it is a development in terms of and for the 
purposes of complete thought. The notion is an opera- 
tive individual umty, and thus is a process which can 
be realized with more or less completeness. The unity 
of the elements in the notion may be imphcitly asserted 
or explicitly affirmed; it may be immanent or fully 
unfolded. The elements in the notion may be taken by 
themselves, and each may in turn be said to be the whole 
notion; but each inevitably calls for the others as soon 
as the one-sided affirmation is clearly made and seen, 
'because nothing short of the whole notion can express 
its meaning, and its unity is indissoluble. One partial 
affirmation, therefore, gives rise to another, tUl the 
notion is fuUy unfolded and mstaUed as an exphcit 
umty of all its elements. The partial affirmation of the 
notion is, relatively to the whole, an abstract affirma- 
tion; the complete explicit co-ordination of all the 
elements within the unity of the whole notion makes 
impossible any abstract isolation of elements, and so 
cancels all one-sided affirmations. Relatively to these 
abstract affirmations, the whole notion, as exphcitly 
contamingand co-ordinatmgaU its elements, is concrete. 
From this point of view the development of the notion 
is described by Hegel as a process of the notion from > 
abstract to concrete.^ The notion itself determines 
^ See Qesch* der Philos ^ xiu. 54 
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these stages; it is these stages, and it is the process of 
removing the one-sidedness of each tiU the unity of the 
whole is completely reahzed. Looking at the process as 
a growth from a lower to a higher degree of articulation 
of the nature of the whole, it is spoken of as a process 
from “potentiality” to “actuality”. Loo kin g at the 
notion as an individual concentration of the highest 
activity of rmnd, which is essentially seH-consciousness, 
the process is described as the notion gradually “commg 
to consciousness of itself”. Taking the stages of the 
notion as stages m a seM-distinguishmg and self- 
relating prmciple, the identity as such of the notion is 
spoken of as the notion “in itself”, the notion “implicit” ; 
the diversity as such, which the notion contains, is de- 
scribed as the notion “for itself”, the notion “explicit”; 
while the union of these two aspects in a single articu- 
late totality IS the notion “in and for itself”, the notion 
completely “reahzed”. These different ways of regard- 
ing the process m the life of the notion are closely 
connected, and are, in fact, alternative expressions 
which are employed accordmg to the context and 
to suit the convenience of the exposition. 

The conception of philosophy above dehneated marks 
off philosophy as a form of knowledge from all other 
forms ‘m which knowledge exists, and is from first to 
last the region within which philosophy m Hegel’s 
sense lives and moves. It no doubt requires justification, 
and Hegel gives a justification of this conception ; but 
it is a justification in terms of and satisfactory to 
philosophy itself, not one that any other form of know- 
ledge would accept or give. And indeed no other form 
of knowledge, except philosophy, requires or is able to 
guarantee the point of view of philosophy. Each form 
of knowledge takes its own way and keeps withm its 
',own conditions and limits, without giving any other 
justification of itself except the success with which it 
^accomphshes its aim. Philosophy alone must try to 
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justify its own conception, because it is and claims to 
be the most comprehensive type of knowledge; and 
without such a justification from itself it would require 
a still higher form of knowledge to justify it, and so 
on ad %nfinitum. The only way it can prove that it is the 
final or “absolute” form of knowledge is by showing 
that it can account for its own conception; and if it 
can do so there is no further form of knowledge possible 
or required. In that sense philosophy is without pre- 
' suppositions because it leaves nothmg, not even itself, 
unexplained and external to the control of its own 
principle. What this justification is, we shall presently 
see. 

The conception of philosophy is of importance not 
merely to make clear from the outset what Hegel 
means by philosophy, but also to understand his 
manner of treating the different parts that fall within 
his scheme of philosophy. The treatment is throughout 
uniform in character. The Absolute is the fundamental 
object from first to last. The Absolute is one and 
tis apprehended in the form of the notion: it is the 
potion par excellence. But the Absolute expresses 
itself in different ways, each of which is an embodiment 
of the notion. And conversely, wherever we have a 
notion, there in some way we have an expression of the 
lAbsolute, the ultimately real. The process of revealing 
what the notion contains is, as just mdicated, that of 
development. Hence in every part of philosophy the 
same mode of exposition is adopted. This principle of 
development has to deal sometimes with material 
which has no temporal nature at aU, sometimes with 
material which has a temporal character, or only exists 
' in a temporal sequence. Ba all cases the development is 
a logical sequence, for only so is the content of the 
potion coherently and systematically connected in the 
way demanded by philosophy. In the case where the 
content is bound up with temporal conditions, the 
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development of that content in logical form consists 
either in adoptmg the content which time offers and 
arrangmg it to meet the requirements of the logical 
development of the notion considered, or in regarding 
the temporal sequence of the content as in essence 
following the same course as the logical sequence of 
the notion. An illustration of the former appears in the 
treatment of the various historical forms assumed by 
the idea of freedom in human history; the course of the 
history of philosophy in Europe is an illustration of 
the latter. 

Following this clue of the inseparable connexion of 
the notion with the piiQmpl©.4>i.JLogioal.davBlopment, 
we can see how it comes about that in every part of 
Hegel’s scheme of philosophy there are only two ques- 
tions to be considered: what is the motion* dealt with '' 
in the part in question, and how is the development of ’ 
the.-epn.tent of that notion to be expressed in terms of 
the peculiar character of the notion in question ? 

Thus we have the notion of philosophy itself as a 
factor in the Jife-history of the_ human-experience of the 
individual mind. The development of this notion in and 
through the variouaf orms of coneretehumanexpei^Bee . 
gives us the philosophical interpretation and vindica- * 
tion of the place of^philosophyan-experience. This part 
of the system of philosophy is worked out in the 
Phenomenology of Mind. 

Philosophy, as a human effort to exprnss-the ulti- 
mate notion of the Absolute, is subject to the conditions 
of race, culture^ ,ap4 cililizatiion in the midst of which 
it appeS.fsT l'he one notion is, as already said, dealt 
with aU along, but it expresses itself .differently, owing 
„to the, variety of conditions just mentioned. It is thus 
one_philosophy which wor^ itself out .upder, thpae 
hdn^tfofts-j the different expressions of this one phil- 
osophy constitute a variety of philosophical systems. 
These systems appear at different times, and necessarily 
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pillosophy take on a historical character. Taken 

together, they constitute the history of philosophy; 
and these systems are hut forms of one philosophy, 
being the work of the one notion which animates them 
all. The logical development of the expressions of this \ 
one system through aU its_ historical conditions con- \ 
stitutes what Hegel understands by the History of\ 
Philosophy. The logical development here is insepa- > 
rable from the direct historical sequence in which the 
different systems have appeared. The historical direc- 
tion IS the logical direction, because there is one notion 
or one absolute system working through all and anima- 
ting the various minds concerned; and the way in which 
its content actually appears is a historical sequence. 
Thus Hegel’s HiSsrjy p/ Philosophy is not a mere 
narrative of theories succeeding one another in time, 
but m integral part of his own phjlpsophy; it is a 
philosoplubal interpretation of the history of philo- 
sophacal theories. 

\ The notion of the A,hsolp.te, which is the ultimate 
lobject of philosophy, has, like every other notion, its 
'lown moments or aspects, each of which is the Absolute, 
|but is capable of distinction from the others, and 
|capable of separate, logical development. Its very 
concreteness makes it necessary for philosophy to take 
it in detachments, so to say, in order exhaustively 
to express its content. But its single concrete reality 
cannot be broken up into separate components. It 
remains m its concreteness as the all-comprehensive 
and supreme principle operating in each of its aspects, 
and containing aU the results of the development of 
each in turn. It is the presupposition and final result 
of that development. The aspects are themselves, 
^herefore, but s^aggf^Jn the evolution of its concrete 
l^ingle reality, and must be so treated; and the develop- 
ment of the different stages forms a continuous develop- 
ment of the entire content of the notion of the Absolute. 
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This comprehensive development of the notion of* the 
Absolute IS the entire system of the philosophy of the 
Absolute. It forms a smgle body of philosophical 
science, "with distinct members. This constitutes what 
Hegel calls the Mncyclop(Bd%a of the Philosophical 
Sciences. It is thus not a mere collection of sciences, 
or a dictionary of philosophical knowledge; it is a 
philosophically connected whole of Science. 

It has just been said that each of the aspects of the 
notion of the _ Absolute can be treated by itself, but 
that each must be looked on as a specific embodiment 
of that notion. The first aspect logically is that of the 
notion in its bare concentrated umversality, the notion 
“m itself”, the notion as self -identical. This aspect must 
cover the whole domain of the Absolute, but must do 
so always with this character of umversahty, and self- 
identity. Whatever the Absolute contains must be 
expressible from this point of view; and, smce the 
Absolute is the totahty of aU reality, there will be a 
multiplicity of universals withm it. The notion as self- 
identical, in short, is capable of logical development in 
terms of its universality alone ; such development will 
umte all its universals into an organized whole, or 
Science, of aU the ultimate universal elements of the 
Absolute as it is or was “m its essence before the creation 
(i.e. differentiation) of nature and finite spirit”.^ This ^ 
is carried out m the science — ^the science of 

the pure universal principles by which the Absolute 
lives and moves in a uniformly coherent intelligible 
system. Such a system is the ground-plan of tfie whole 
of reality, the network of notions which holfis together 
find constitutes the essence of aU that is. 

'The second aspect of the notion of the Absolute is 
the sheer opposite of., the first, is the aspect of .pw^® 
dispersion, the notion “for itself” (i.e. out gf^ ftself), 
the notion as self-externahzed. This agam covers the 
1 Logik Einleitimg {W W III: p 33 ed. 1841) 
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whole domain of the Absolute, is the Absolute in this 
peculiar form. The fundamental oneness of the Absolute 
must not therefore be lost sight of when viewing this 
phase of its externahzation; it is a differentiation within 
the one, or the one resolved into pure seM-externality. 
Without this implication of the oneness of the Abso- 
lute, it would be impossible to have a science or intelli- 
gible system of the Absolute in this form of pure differ- 
ence. The Absolute in its aspect of self -dispersion is the 
j world of Nature, inorganic and organic, as realized in 
space and time — ^the universal media of thoroughgoing 
|extemalization — whose very essence consists in keeping 
' its contents apart from one another down to the minutest 
particular detail. Space is the universal objective un- 
changing form of permanence which takes and holds 
within itseK the infinitely detailed content of nature. ; 
"Kme is the universal objective unchanging form of 
succession into which aU the content of nature falls. 
These forms are inseparable. Hence every part and 
element of nature is in reality a unitary focus of space 
and Ai^e-ran.eyenk J^ature, however, makes a whole 
by itself, and that wholeness of Nature is_ once more the 
unity of the Absolute as such expressed in and -through 
the fofni of^ Nature, This makes possible an mteUigiMe 
syBte|ft.DfJSature, and such a system is the Philomphy 
of Nature — ^theplolosophical development of the notion 
in theJEorm^pi seff-extejcnalization. 

The^ third aspect of the notion of the Absolute is 
the.expbcit iujlpp,i}f^_the^st (pure universality) and 
the second (pure difference) in a synthesis w hioh'aYPids 
these abstract extipmes and expresses Ae^eoifeteteness 
^the Absolute in its highest possible form. It contains 
the principte that' ^ves 'rise to each of the preceding 
e:^ej^s. It is, therefore, a principle of universality 
and also a principle of self-differentiation. The term 
combining these two functions in one*reahty is that of 
miad.,.or.jipilit) which, bemg essentially self-conscious. 
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is at once-a- 6€«iseioue-«,Hity in all its processea,an.d,tlie 
conscious source of eridless differences aud. distinctions 
witlun itself. It is supremely an identity which maintains 
itself through its differences and refers them to itself. 
It is thus the realized embodiment of the concrete forms 
of the notion, and the type of all such concreteness. 
The notion of the Absolute iuUy realized, “in and for 
itself,” is thus “Mind”, and the logical evolution of the 
notion as mmd is the Philosophy of Mxnd. This com- 
pletes and exhausts the notion of the Absolute; it 
contains aU that fell within the content of the other 
stages of that notion, for mind is the source of uni- 
versals, and mind as the soul of an organized body sums 
up in its organic embodiment the processes of nature. 
In the logical evolution of mmd, therefore, the phil- 
osophy of the Absolute comes full circle: and the crown- 
ing stage in the development of mind is the philosophy 
of the Absolute itseff. The final outcome and expression 
of Absolute Mmd is the truth of the Absolute revealed 
m and through philosophy. 

Since the notion of the Absolute is embodied with 
varying degrees of completeness throughout aU the 
system, any part may be taken by itself and worked 
out mto systematic form in exactly the same way that 
reality as a whole is developed. Each part forms a realm 
by itself, and its detailed contents can be logically 
evolved from it. Hegel dealt with four parts or stages in , 
the philosophy of mind m this way. One of these has’ 
already been mentioned — the Phenomenology of Mind — 
mind as creating “experience”. The other three are 
(a) mmd as “objective”, as the source of social and, 
moral activity, (6) mind as expressing itself m the realmi 
of art, (c) mmd as realized in the hie of religion. These' 
are respectively worked out as subforms of his compre- 
hensive system, under the titles Philosophy of Law^ 
Aesthetic, and Philosophy of Beligion. In each case 
exactly the same plan is pursued: we have the notion 
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of '“social mind” delineated and then logically developed 
through aU its forms and stages; and similarly of Art 
and Religion. 

(b) 

It was pointed out above that the medium in which 
philosophy works is that of the “notion”. For the 
proper understandmg of Hegel’s system it is essential 
to TYia.kft clear what the notion m his sense means, and 
how he arrives at it. Hegel no doubt expounds the 
prmciple repeatedly, but always in terms of his own 
theory, and thus takes for granted precisely what the 
interpreter of the system wishes to have explained. 
Nowhere does he trace how he personally arrived at this 
principle, and nowhere does he show how it is derivable 
from thought as commonly accepted. On the contrary, 
he proceeds in the opposite way; he recasts the meamng 
of ordinary thought by reference to the notion previously 
accepted as true and as having a specific significance 
from the outset. Yet there can be no question that this 
prmciple was not arrived at without a struggle, and did 
pot spring from his mind, like Mmerva from the head 
pf Jupiter. The principle is not self-evident, and needs 
both explanation and justification. 

In default of any historical evidence of how Hegel 
reached this principle, we must fall back on the epistemo- 
logical grounds for adopting it. These are mainly two, 
and are not strictly separable. In the first place, Hegel 
regarded the world as a single imified whole, which 
mamtained its unity through endless multiplicity of 
real individuals, and in a certain sense could itself be 
looked upon as the supreme form of mdividualLty. 
The world was not a mere process, nor a static reality; 
for the former makes unity or singleness impossible, 
and the latter is in contradiction with the plain facts of 
life in nature and man. The world is ar-pySSe^ that is 
sdfanontaiaed, and so as a whole is at rest with itself: 
it is a process sw6 specie temporis, but a unified whole 



TRANSLATOR’S INTRODUCTION 31 

0 

sub spec%e setermtatis Its unity is aU-pervading, and is 
maintained in and through the process of its finite 
parts. The question for philosophy is how best to con- 
ceive the principle which thus constitutes the nature of 
the Absolute a self-complete and self-contained smgle 
whole. This resolves itself into the further question 
what form of finite reahty furnishes the most adequate 
homologue, is nearest in structure, composition, and 
process to this supreme mdividual. Forman, the solution 
must be found in the highest individuahty known to 
him. But for man the central individuality m all finitude, 
that which supplies him with the very standard for 
determining the nature and degree of individuahty 
among fimte beings, is the human individual as a 
realized seh-conscious mmd. This must be the clue and 
the basis for the comprehension of the Absolute, as it is 
the final source of the interpretation of all that is finite. 

But self-conscious mmd (or spirit) reveals its activity 
in many ways, through sensation and perception as 
well as through ideas. To make use of mind as a workmg 
prmciple of explanation we must therefore find the 
highest and at the same time the most universal function 
of its activity, that which is the controUmg essence 
of its individuahty, dommatmg all its modes of expres- 
sion, makmg them what they are, and holding them 
together as phases of its own individuality. This is 
nothing other than its supreme function of consciously 
imiting its own differences in a smgle focus of self -hood: 
not “referrmg its content to the unity of the self”, but 
reahzmg singleness of being or self-hood through the 
function of combming differences in a unity. The 
conscious operation of that function is the reahty of 
the self ; the self of the individual mmd is at once the 
unity and the differences, is a concrete function, and 
is smgle from first to last. As Hegel puts it {Oesch. der 
Phtlos. xih. 45), “the being of mmd is its act, and its 
act is to be aware of itself”. This supreme function is 
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not* an abstract operation ; it is the essential principle 
operating throughout all the processes and expressions 
of the life of mind, and such an essence is in no way 
and in no sense separate from its expressions. The 
statement of this essence is no doubt formal; but the 
essence itself is only a form in the sense that form is 
inseparable from content. We never have the form “by 
itself” in experience, and hence can never treat it as 
abstract when makmg use of it for purposes of explana- 
tion. It is not admissible, therefore, to start from it as 
an abstract form and try to deduce out of it analyti- 
cally further principles or forms of unity. For, if we take 
it as abstract at all, we can extract nothing out of it; 
at best we can only repeat it; and, if we seem to derive 
further principles from it, we have not, to begin with, 
taken it as abstract. 

I It is by the use of this supreme function of mind, 
I then, that we have to proceed when we employ self- 
-conscious mind as the clue to mterpret reality, finite 
land absolute. This highest function Hegel, following 
the traditional usage of philosophers, calls “reason”. 
Smce in it the seH always operates m a conscious way 
(it is the conscious unifying of differences), reason is 
essentially cognitive in character, but “cognitive” 
only in the general sense of full awareness. Reason does 
not here mean simply reflective activity, nor merely 
intuitive activity; it is both at once in an indivisible 
act. It can be called reflective when we consider the 
aspect of distmguishmg and relating the elements in- 
volved; and intuitive when we consider the aspect of 
uniting these differences into a single whole. But these 
j are, after all, aspects; the function is one and individual. 
i Reason is therefore “mediate” and “immediate” in 
fits operation; and wherever it operates this holds true, 
\This means, however, that as a function it is self- 
complete, directing itself and determining itself accord- 
'ing to its own law or method of procedure: it is its own 
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world and the law of its world. It is the realized limit 
of knowing. In other forms of Tmowledge," something 
is “given” as an “immediate”, and “received” by 
reflexion as material to be worked upon or “thought 
about”; and these factors in the process are assigned 
to distinct sources. Both factors must exist if knowledge 
in any sense is to take place ; and the aim of knowledge is 
to transform and permeate the “given” by the process 
of reflexion. The limitmg case of such a process is when 
the immediate and the mediating activity are merely 
aspects of a single operation. Such a hunt is reason. 
But it IS an actual hmit, not an imagmary or “ideal” 
limit; for reason is but the highest function of mind, 
and mind is through and through actual. Reason is 
thus not a point of view, but an active function, not 
external to its contents, but holdmg its contents (its 
immediate) withm itself. It is in this sense that reason 
IS described as “concrete” and not abstract. It is con- 
crete, as the essential function of mind must be; and 
mind is, as already indicated, the very type and stan- 
dard of what IS concrete and individual. 

But a further stage is required before we can make 
effective use of this principle. So far we have treated 
reason as a function. Now that function operates within 
a certam range and for an end. It is a function which 
operates in an individual way, grasps a whole in its 
singleness, as a umty in and through differences. The 
end is its product, the outcome and summary of its 
operation. In a sense this product may be described 
as the function itself, the function in its single com- 
pleteness. The distinction between them, such as it is, 
consists in the product being regarded as the function 
brought to rest, while the function is the product in« 
course of being brought about. This product Hegel 
calls a “notion” {Begnff). A notion may be called the 
object of reason, but only if the connexion between 
reason and its object be considered as close as that 

0 
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bei/ween function and product just mentioned. A 
specific notion is reason in one of its manifestations 
, of its function; and, if we look at reason simply as the 
most general function of self-conscious mmd, we can 
speak of reason itself as “the notion” {der Begnjf) par 
excellence. Hence we often find Hegel using precisely 
the same expressions in describing the operation of 
“the notion” as when describmg the function of reason. 
The notion is spoken of as “conscious of itself”, and 
“determining itself”, and as “unitmg its differences”, 
etc — expressions which seem to create difficulty until 
we see that for Hegel “the notion” %s reason, in the 
sense just described. He does not mean that the notion 
works independently of the vital energy of mind. 
The notion is reason in the full plemtude of its power, 
and IS indistmguishable from it except as function 
and end are distmguishable in the operation of reason. 
The notion is thus not “endowed” with activity by 
reason; nor agam is the notion the “expression” of 
reason, if this implies that the expression is separable 
from the source or force from which it proceeds. And 
what is true of “the notion” par excellence holds good of 
any notion in which reason is embodied. 

This step IS highly important for Hegel’s view. For 
now it becomes possible to link his theory with the 
language in which philosophy from its inception has 
clothed its thoughts in detail. For philosophy has itself 
created and creates that language, because it is the 
function of grasping a unity with its differences. That 
language is animated throughout by the activity of 
reason; and the results of its activity appear m the 
manifold “categories” with which philosophy deals. 
Wherever we have a function of thought-unity in and 
through differences, there we have a category, and there 
we have the operation of reason.jfe[ence we can treat 
a category as a specific realization of the operation of 
reason, and can trace its source to the one supreme 
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function of self-conscious mind. Hegel does not require 
to create the world of reason out of his own mind, nor to 
dictate to experience the kind or number of categories 
which constitute reality. The work has been already 
done in the course of the history of philosophy, and he 
has but to put the results together; while experience 
alone can let us see what the categories are which 
constitute reality. The complicated culture of European 
life is, so to say, strewn with categories, some having 
names derived from one language, some with names 
derived from another. Again, he does not require to 
be constantly appealing to the nature of reason to 
verify or justify his categories; he is sure that reason 
IS present wherever this function of unity in and through 
difference is exercised and concentrated into the 
summary form of a category. And, finally, reason, 
while the supreme essential function of mind, must 
articulate itself into a plurality of categories, because 
mind is the absolutely concrete with an endless variety 
of content due to the fact that it gathers up into itself 
the entire realm of finitude. It is, as already said, the 
standard of all individuality, and is the standard 
because it contams aU that the other types of individu- 
ality contain, and more than is contained by any other 
single type. 

The plurahty of categories referred to, being all m the 
long run expressions of the one supreme activity of 
reason, are necessarily connected with one another 
through their common derivation from a single source. 
Together they form a system so organically connected 
that any one category involves aU the others, and can 
be clearly interpreted only in the light of the entire 
system. Each mirrors the whole system in itself; and 
the whole system can be said to be the unfoldmg of 
“the notion” pur excellence. This supreme notion gathers 
up into itself aU the plurality of the various categories, 
and in this respect assumes a distinct name — “the 
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Idea”. Such a system is, again, self -complete and self- 
contained, because, as we saw, reason is a self-complete 
and self-determined function carrying its own “immedi- 
ate” within itself Such a system can thus constitute an 
organic whole of “knowledge”, the knowledge which 
reason has of itself in its character of the essence of 
mmd. This does not mean that the system defies or is 
independent of experience and reality; for the notions 
are the controlling prmciples of experience and reality. 
It means simply that, since the notions are concrete in 
the sense explained, they can and do form a distinctive 
subject-matter for systematic treatment. 

Recurrmg to our starting-point, we can now see how 
Hegel proceeds to work in interpreting the Absolute. 
Self-conscious mmd is the clue, and the activity of reason 
IS its prmciple and supreme function. The Absolute 
IS interpretable only in terms of mind, for mind is the 
highest type of individuality with which we have any 
acquaintance. It is needless to ask what the absolute 
may be over and above mmd; for over and above mind 
there is nothmg higher to which to appeal in an mtelli- 
gible way. To be mtelligible is to be mentally consti- 
tuted, and inteUigibility is the presupposition and 
result of philosophy in the sense of complete knowledge. 
Moreover, mmd qua mind is homogeneous with itself, 
whether mind be finite or absolute. This is especially so 
if we take the essence of mind, for that essence is identi- 
cal in all the shapes and forms of mmd. The essence of 
mind IS, as said, reason. The operation of reason is thus 
the same in finite and absolute mmd; it is the function 
that grasps individuahty in its concrete singleness. If 
the Absolute is the supreme individual, reason qtia 
reason is adequate to its comprehension. But not only 
is reason adequate to the comprehension of the Absolute, 
in the sense of being able to undertake this task. It 
might make this claim and stfil be a mere unrealized 
point of view, or at best enunciate merely abstract 
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propositions identical in significance. But we are not 
left in darkness regarding the detailed content of the 
Absolute. Bor we are able to evolve coherently and in 
terms of reason the varied content of finite mind. And, 
if we accomplish this, we %pso facto have expressed the 
content of the Absolute, for the result so realized is 
the articulation of the one supreme function of reason, 
which constitutes finite and absolute mind ahke. The 
evolution of such a result is made possible because 
nund, and therefore reason, is the spokesman and 
interpreter of the totality of finite mdividual thmgs. 
Mind supphes the standard of their mdividuality in 
each case, and brings to the consciousness of its own 
mdividuality the constitutive principle of each. AU 
individuals, so to say, come to light m finite self- 
conscious mind. But the Absolute itself is expressed 
in terms of the whole of finitude, and, when the Abso- 
lute IS viewed as mmd, its expression is not merely 
inseparable from but is identical with itself, for mind 
IS conscious self-expression. Hence, if reason is adequate 
to the comprehension of the totality of finitude, and 
accomplishes this result in coherent systematic form, 
the result so achieved can be taken as the evolved and 
connected content of Absolute Reality. And this is just 
what Hegel means by comprehending the Absolute. 
Thus it IS through the notion and in terms of the notion — 
which is the form with which reason works, the language 
of its activity — that the Absolute is expressed. The 
notion, as above indicated, is the beginnmg and end 
of Hegel’s system. Wherever reason grasps individuality 
in its singleness, there we have a notion , and, since its 
function is to grasp in this and m no other way, the 
totality of finitude is for it a realm or system of notions ; 
while again the system of notions is the comprehension 
and indeed the self -comprehension of the Absolute. 

The second line of thought by which Hegel reaches 
his notion, and secures its vahdity as a principle of 
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interpretation, is equally important. The distinction 
of subject and object, within which human conscious 
experience exists, is held to be a distinction within 
a single unity, and the form in which this unity in 
difference reaches its highest expression is self-con- 
sciousness. In this form the distmction in question 
becomes a self -distmction, and the unity is the smgle 
self functioning in and through both factors alike and 
at once; while, as already indicated, the essential nature 
of self-consciousness is the activity of reason. By this 
line of thought Hegel seeks, on the one hand, to avoid 
the dangers of subjective idealism to which his principld' 
is liable, and into which certain of his immediate pre-^ 
decessors, notably Fichte, fell when developing the 
implications of Kant’s theory; and, on the other, to 
steer clear of the abstractness of the bare unity of 
subject and object propounded by Schellmg, which 
possessed objectivity at the price of being inarticulate. 

The argument by which he established this position 
is contained in the first half of the Phenomenology of 
Mind. Briefly stated,^ it consists in showing that, 
wherever subject and object stand in the relation which 
constitutes experience, the unifying principle is that 
of thought. This is at once a function of the subject 
and the controlling centre of the reahty of the object; 
and these are inseparable m the hfe of experience. This 
unity IS not apparent, but is only implicit at the lower 
levels of experience, where subject and object seem more 
opposed than united, as, for example, in such levels 
as those of sensation and perception. But analysis of 
these types of experience brings to hght the underlying 
principle of unity. The very process of experience from 
the lower to the higher forms is necessitated by the 
demand for the exphcit in place of the implicit unity; i 
and It at once the gradual evolution of the essential 
unity of subject and object and the growmg awareness 
^ op Philos d Rechts Ernie itung §26 WW VIII (1864). 
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of the umversahty of thought which permeates the 
component factors constitutmg experience. We cannot 
say that the subject dominates the object any more 
than that the object directs the activity of the subject; 
they are inseparable elements and develop pan passn. 
It follows that the process reaches its goal, and experi- 
ence its truest typ)e, when subject and object are trans- 
parent to each other, when the subject is aware of itself 
in its object, and the object responds and corresponds 
to the functions of the subject. The distmction between 
the two is as real as ever, and their unity contains 
them as factors of a specific process. This stage is 
that of consciousness of self. From this pomt of view, 
so attained in the course of experience, the levels 
below this stage are now seen to be not merely prepara- 
tory steps to the attainment of self-consciousness, but 
are themselves implicitly constituted by self-conscious- 
ness, which was operative in them from the first, and 
from which, in fact, by abstraction they obtained 
their place as forms of experience and as stages in the 
evolution of experience. Experience is thus constituted 
and permeated by self-consciousness, indeed its sigmfi- 
cance consists in its being the process of manifesting 
or evolving consciousness of self, m the subject’s 
becoming gradually aware of or finding itself in its 
object, and so commg to be ‘'at home” m its world. 

In this way the principle of reason, which, as we saw, 
was taken to be the essential activity of self-conscious- 
ness, is liberated from all one-sidedness, especially the 
one-sidedness of finite subjectivity, and is adequate to 
meet the mind’s demands for unity with its object, 
whatever the object may be. There is no need for dis- 
trust or hesitation on the part of reason m dealing with 
the world; it has but to “let itself go”, and the whole 
domain of concrete individuality m aU its manifold 
forms will straightway give up its essential meaning 
without reserve, and without retaining the least part 
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of the only secret worthknowing, the secret of the “thing 
itself”. Reason is the open secret of the world, because it 
opens all secrets. It makes the world after its own image, 
because it finds its own likeness m the face of the world. 

The fast -bound substance of the universe heis no power within it 
capable of withstanding the courage of man’s knowledge it must give 
way before him, and lay baie before his eyes, and for his enjoyment, 
its riches and its depths (Hegel’s address to his students in Berlin, 
October 22, 1818) 

In the light of the foregoing we can see at once the 
central position which Hegel’s logic holds in his theory. 
For logic, as he understands it, is the science of the 
notions which constitute the sole and only outcome of 
the activity of reason. The totality of all the notions is 
the totality of the constitutive principles of reality in 
all its forms of individuation; and the science of this 
totality thus must cover the whole of reality, finite and 
absolute. And since these notions so systematized 
exhaustively reveal all that reason can obtain in the 
way of complete knowledge, the science of logic is 
straightway identical with metaphysic.^ 


Ill 

The translator has prefixed to most of the sections 
short statements of an explanatory nature. These 
may help the reader to follow Hegel’s tram of thought 
in those sections and to trace the connexion between 
the successive stages of the argument.^ 

^ A translation, of the so-caJled larger Log%c has recently been mad© 
by W. H Johnston and L G Struthers and forms part of the Library 
of Philosophy, pubhshed by Messrs George Allen & Unwin, 1929. 

2 They are no substitute for a commentary A full commentary on the 
work IS very much reqmred, and some day, it is hoped, may be provided 
Commentaries on the early part of the work have been supphed by 
W Pu^pu3,I)^e LialeTctik dsr Sinnlichen Gewissheit hei Hegel (1905) and 
Zur Diolehtih des Bewusstseina nach Hegel (1908) See also Gabler’s 
Kntih des Bewmstseina (1901), and Bosenhranz Hegel ala Deutacher 
National Philosaph, 
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Some indication of the character and plan of the work 
as a whole may also he useful by way of introduction. 

In general terms, the Phenomenology of Mind is a com- 
prehensive and connected survey of the ways in which 
experience appears. The survey seeks to accomplish a 
threefold result: (1) to shew that the various forms 
of experience constitute a contmuous and connected 
series of stages of mind, that the life of mmd is a whole 
and a single continuous movement: (2) to vindicate 
for each typical form of experience a necessary place ’ 
m the plan of the whole. (3) to prove that the self- 
comprehension of Spirit as supreme reality, complete'^ 
spiritual self-consciousness, is the necessary demand, 
the inevitable outcome, and the final consummation 
of the entire process of experience. These three aspects 
of the argument essentially involve one another. With- 
out some single principle present throughout the series 
of forms, they could not be connected together: Spirit 
IS this principle. Without some single end dominatmg 
the movement from first to last the movement could not 
be continuous nor have a meaning: “Absolute Know- 
ledge” IS this end. Unless each stage had a definite 
positive value of its own, no connexion could be 
established between them; the moments of expenence 
would be illusory, and experience as a whole meanmg- 
less. They can only possess positive significance if they 
are affirmed as moments in the process of spiritual 
self-realization; and the whole process of expenence 
IS necessary if spirit is to come completely into its own 
and be the one Absolute Reality. 

There seems no reason to doubt that aU three aspects 
were present in the author’s mind before he proceeded 
to work out the argument of the treatise. A perusal of 
his “Preface” and “Introduction” makes this clear. The 
ways in which he varies the description of the character of 
the treatise arise from lajnng emphasis on one or other of 
the features of the argument. The term “Phenomenology 



42 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

of Mind” has in view the fact that we are here dealing 
with the procession of the inodes of mind, and the forms 
in which its experience “appears”. The term “Science 
of the Experience of Conscionsness”, by which he 
described it on the title page of the first edition, lays 
stress on the second aspect above noted — the construc- 
tive interpretation of the positive value of each phase 
of experience. “The development of Science”, or again, 
the “development of the natural consciousness up to the 
level of science”, by which he designates the work, 
refers to the relation of the movement of experience 
to its final outcome and end — a relation in virtue of 
which he also speaks of the work as a “first part” of a 
“System of Science”, and as an “introduction” to 
Speculative Science in general. It is a “part” of a 
system, because it involves the same prmoiple and 
method as the whole and deals with a specific problem. 
It is a “first” part and an “introductory” part 
because it is necessary to show that and how Philo- 
sophical Science is related to other forms of experience 
before Science can define its province and secure its 
freedom. The “second” part of the system consists 
of the whole range of philosophical knowledge (Logic, 
Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Mind — 
together the “ Encyclopsedia of the Philosophical 
Sciences”).^ 

To mterpret experience m the manner above indi- 

^ In the Philosophy of Mind, Phenomenology appears as a stage in the 
evolution of Mind This has given rise to some confusion. The explana- 
^ tion seems simple. Experience, with which the Phenomenology deals, is 
rooted m the distmetion between subject and object This distmction, 
however, arises m the “evolution” of ncund out of an earher stage of 
Me and more particularly “soul Me”, viz at that stage where con- 
sciousness dawns Before the stage of consciousness there is life and 
there is soul, but neither of these as such mvolves the distinction 
between subject and object The Philosophy of Mind traces the various 
stages in the “evolution” of mmd Amongst these stages consciousness 
falls, and with it the distmction between subject and object on which 
Experience, and so Phenomenology, rests 
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Gated, the factors and the process constituting experi- 
ence must apply both to experience as a whole and to 
every form in which experience appears. The term “ex- 
perience” IS indefinite, and has been used by difierent 
thinkers for different purposes. Hegel takes experience 
to mean the mseparable and contmuous mterrelation 
of subject and object. The interrelation takes the form 
of conscious awareness of an object. The moments are 
distinct, and the unity of these factors is simply the 
mental process of holding them together in a single 
mental situation and distmguishing them from each 
other withm that situation. The moments are insepa- 
rable, and have neither existence nor significance except 
in conscious relation to each other. TiU the distinction 
arises there is no experience; after it disappears there 
IS equally no experience. Kant held that the relation 
disappeared if a particular kmd of element (a sense- 
“datum”) disappeared or could not be produced. 
From this followed his view of things per se, “apart 
from experience”, and of “ideas of reason” beyond the 
bounds of experience. Both notions are connected 
together. Hegel rejected this whole scheme. The sub- 
ject-object relation was mamtamed as the essential 
nature of experience, but Hegel extended the term 
“experience” to each and every conscious relation of 
subject and object. In this way Hegel was in closer 
touch with fact and common usage. 

In this way the problem of interpreting experience 
assumes a new form. The component factors, subject 
and object, are distmguishable but mseparable and 
irreducible. Experience is therefore not to be explained, 
as had previously been supposed, by resol vmg the object 
into terms of the subject or the subject into terms of the 
object. To be conscious is to experience, and to be is 
to be experienced. From this point of view everythmg 
falls withm experience, and experience oontams all 
reality and even the appearance of reality. And experi- 
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ence as a whole consists of experiences, of forms and 
types of experience: one we call perceptual experience, 
another scientific experience, another moral experi- 
ence, another rehgious experience, etc. As forms of 
experience they have certain features in common. 
They are discovered and not produced or invented by 
the mind; they are “given”. In each case the subject 
is on the one hand directly aware of its object, the 
object IS “immediately” present to the subject, and 
their unity is implicit; on the other hand the process of 
consciously relating these factors (of “mediating” 
them) is that of bringing out the unity or universal 
which holds them together so as to constitute a single 
experience. These two aspects are found in all types 
of experience, and they are inseparable aspects in all 
experience. But the manner in which they appear 
varies from one kind of experience to another. The 
way in which objects are “given” in perception is very 
different from the way in which objects are “given” in 
moral experience, or in science: and similarly the 
process of conscious mterrelation (or “mediation”) 
differs in each kmd of experience. 

This anticipates another point. The forms of experi- 
ence have, as indicated, features m common. They also 
differ specifically from one another, and each type has 
its own claims, its own process, and its own value. 
And in general this is clearly recognized in ordinary 
life: for no one would identify perceptual experience 
with scientific experience, or confuse either of these with 
moral experience. At the same time they all fall within 
the whole experience of one mind, and some connexion 
between them is both possible and necessary if experi- 
ence 18 to be interpreted. Hegel’s interpretation con- 
sists in regarding the vajrious forms of experience as 
differing not only in kmd but in degree of completeness 
from one another. This implies a standard or end to 
which to refer each type of experience. The standard 
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consists in the conscious interpenetration of the -two 
factors constituting experience — subject and object. 
This is realized m varying degrees in different types of 
experience: at the lowest — ^in sense-experience — the sub- 
ject least of all finds itself in its object: at the highest 
— ^Absolute Knowledge — the object is the very sub- 
stance of the mind, and this is the culmination of experi- 
ence Between these two the various kinds of experience 
realize the end or principle of all experience in varying 
degrees. Hegel connects the various types of experience 
with one another by treating them as a series of stages 
in the development of experience at its highest* thereby 
he at once gives value to each kind of experience, 
links all forms of experience together as stages in a 
continuous process and shows experience to be a 
systematic whole, permeated by a smgle principle — 
self-conscious Reason or Spirit — ^whose highest realiza- 
tion IS itself the final outcome of the whole process. 
Such an interpretation of experience is what he means 
by a scientific (philosophical) explanation of it. 

We next ask, how are the forms of experience to be 
found? Whose experience is under consideration? 
What determines the selection of the types to be con- 
sidered? The answer lies m the nature of system which 
the treatise seeks to furnish. The system of experience 
has a logical and an historical aspect. On the one hand 
it seeks to be a coherently ordered whole: as such, it 
must work with universals, for the coherence which 
every scientific system requires can only be obtained 
by connecting universals. On the other hand, its facts 
are the manifestations in time of the content and pro- 
cesses of conscious individual experience: as such, 
they are historical phenomena, for history is precisely 
the co-existence and succession in time of the appear- 
ances of a living individuality. But the “system of 
experience” does not appear qita system, for experience, 
regarded historically, is a disjointed series of events 
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and occurrences. It is equally clear that every individual 
does not as a fact go through, either successively or 
otherwise, each and all of the forms which the human 
spirit historically assumes For the purposes of a system 
of experience we must therefore combine these two 
aspects. The science requires generahty, the experience 
requires individuahty; the generality of science must 
be mdividuahzed, the mdividuahty of experience must 
be generalized. The generahty of science is satisfied if 
we abstract a form of experience from a given historical 
or mdividual situation, and treat this form as a typical 
moment of experience; the mdividuahty of experience 
IS satisfied if at any time, or in any individual situation, 
the typical form has been, or is, actually realized; both 
are satisfied at once if the experience considered by 
this system is treated as the experience of a generalized 
individual. The series of forms of experience, analyzed 
and connected m the Phenomenology, constitutes the 
experience of such a typified individual. This working 
conception enables us to treat experience as a whole, 
and at the same time to embrace the various modes of 
experience as these appear discretely in history. With- 
out it, we should either have history alone, which is 
mexhaustible and so cannot be a whole; or a mere 
connexion of abstract ideas, which cannot as such 
be experience. 

In this way Hegel determines the principle on which 
the forms of experience are selected, and the manner 
in which historical phenomena are treated in the argu- 
ment. Those selected are, in the main, the constant or 
recurrent forms of experience We do not find every 
possible form of experience discussed, but only such 
forms as serve the main idea of the discussion. Idiosyn- 
crasy and eccentricity are no doubt of interest in human 
experience, but they have a significance for purposes 
of biography or autobiography, they are off the ma. m 
track of common experience, and do not play a necessary 
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part m the development of the essential substance of 
the human spirit. Nor do we find all the forms of experi- 
ence that might have been expected to have a place 
in the general plan of experience. As already indicated 
the selection of the forms of experience is subject to 
certain hmitations under which the author worked.^ 
Again, historical phenomena are throughout the argu- 
ment invanahly treated as individual instances of a 
type of experience, not as mere historical fact. This 
accounts for one of the most perplexmg difficulties in 
following the discussion at certain pomts. Concrete 
historical facts are before the mmd of the author, 
inspiring and suggesting the course of his analysis; 
but in many cases hardly a single hint is given of the 
particular facts in question. It would seem as if history 
were treated as a mere illustrative footnote to a typical 
movement of experience, mstead of being, as it is, the 
substance of the movement analyzed. The particular 
time at which the historical facts appeared is a matter 
of indifference to the type of experience; stdl more so 
the thousand and one details which fitted them into 
one historical epoch as distmct from another. Hence, 
at certain stages of the argument, currents of history 
similar or identical m general character, but far re- 
moved m point of time, may operate simultaneously in 
determmmg the nature of the discussion, and elements 
may be drawn, now from one, and now from another. 
The reason, and the justification, for such procedure 
is that while history may not repeat itself, types of 
experience do, as we see, e.g., from the simple facts of 
language, custom, and tradition. And, indeed, it may 
be said that only when a form of experience has been 
repeatedly manifested m human history are we in a 
position to regard it as a type, and thus essential to the 
unfolding of the complete meamng of human experience. 
That type and historical fact should thus be indis- 

^ V, ante, p 14 ff. 
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solubly blended in the argument of the Phenomerwlogy 
IS a necessary characteristic and condition of such a 
system of experience. Whether the author has success- 
fully interwoven the two in his analysis may doubtless 
be questioned. It may be said that sometimes he mis- 
takes a side-track for the high road, sometimes takes 
an incident for a type, sometimes takes aspects of a type 
for the whole type, sometimes repeats t5q)es at different 
stages of the development of the whole. But at any rate 
there need be no doubt regarding his intention and aim. 

The method of connecting the successive “moments” 
of experience is, as already indicated, that of logical 
development. It is one and the same in its procedure 
in each t3rpe of experience and in experience as a whole. 
Hegel fuUy explains mhis “Preface” and “Introduction” 
the sigmficance of the method and how it controls the 
argument in the case of the present treatise. Nothing 
further therefore need be said here on this point. But 
it should not be supposed that his actual apphcation of 
the method was carried through by its own, or by his 
own, spontaneous inspiration, without suggestion and 
assistance from other sources. So far from dispensing 
with assistance in the construction of this system of 
experience, he maintains that the method really 
operates, unconsciously, in aU minds and in all experi- 
ence. And there can be no doubt that in the working 
out of the system the author was guided to a very large 
extent by results achieved by others, and by facts and 
suggestions drawn from familiar sources. It is not 
difficult to trace the profound influence of Greek thought 
not only in his conception of the method, but also in 
determimng the analysis. For example both the 
beginiung and the conclusion of his system of experi- 
ence are directly derived from Greek thought.’ The dis- 
cussion of “sense-certainty” m the first stage oKthe 
Phenomenology is little more than a fresh restatehXent 
of the analysis and criticism of the nature of aioByms, 
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found in Greek philosophy, especially in Plato £|;hd 
Aristotle.^ The conception of “Absolute Knowledge” 
with which the Phenomenology concludes is a reproduc- 
tion of Aristotle’s interpretation of the divine thought. 
“Pure thought thinks that which is the most divine and 
most precious, and it does not change. . . Since it is the 
most excellent thing, it thmks itself, and its thmking is 
the thinking on thmking. ... In productive activity, 
apart from the matter, the substance or formal essence 
IS the object, and in theoretical activity the object is 
the concept or function of thmking. Therefore thought 
and the object of thought, not being different in the 
cases where there is no matter, wiU be the same, and 
thinking will be one with the object of thought. . . . 
The position in which human thought finds itself at a par- 
ticular time ... IS that in which the divine thought, the 
thought which thmks itself, is throughout aU eternity.”® 
Again, the order m which the various forms of experi- 
ence are placed between the upper and lower limits of 
experience was probably suggested by the mental 
development of the individual and the historical 
development of mankind. This was inevitable, for the 
very nature of experience, as we have seen, mvolves 
process in time, and this occurs in a definite order. 
If that order coincides with the necessary order re- 
quired by a logically constructed system, the comci- 
dence may be a chance, but it facilitates and gives 
vividness to the analysis. Moreover, it is of the essence 
of the argument to look upon historical process, whether 
in the individual unit, or m the larger area of spiritual 
life found in society, as the condition by which the 
individual and universal elements of experience become 
concretely identified and harmomzed., Thus, e.g., the 
“psychological” process of mental development pro- 

^ This has been well brought out by Purpus m his pamphlet, D^e 
DtalehUk der Sinnhchen Gewisshett he^ Hegel, Nurnbeig, 1906 
^ Metaphysics, 10746, 25~1075a, 10 
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vides the suggestion for the “dialectical” process of 
mind from sense-knowledge to perception, or again, 
from consciousness to self-consciousness; the historical 
evolution of Greek and Roman society suggests the 
“dialectical” transition from the custom-constituted, 
to the law-constituted order of society; the historical 
connexion between the mdividuahsm of the eighteenth 
century and the ethical philosophy of his own day 
suggests the “dialectical” connexion between the atom- 
istic freedom of a revolutionary epoch and the inner 
freedom of conscience. 


IV 

It is manifest that such a system is no more than an 
orderly arrangement of the ways in which experience 
appears. It does not expound aU the truth that the 
various modes of experience themselves contain. Each 
mode forms a nucleus of a sphere of truth all its own, 
the elaboration of which is a separate undertaking by 
itself. The substance of the truth which each contains 
IS only relevant to the argument, and is only mtroduced 
so far as is necessary to bring out the peculiar nature 
of the kind of experience each mode embodies. 

Again, the Phenomenology is distinct from empirical 
psychology on the one hand, and the concrete hfe of 
individual experience on the other. The growth m 
mental life of the distmction between subject and object 
is presupposed before experience can be said to exist, 
and the growth of that distinction in time it is part of 
the work of psychology to trace. On the other hand, 
relatively to the hvmg agent in concrete experience, 
the phenomenological observer is like the historian or 
the dramatist who perceives and understands the play 
of the forces oontroUmg the living agent, and traces the 
connexion of the movmg principles that operate unseen, 
and certainly unforeseen, in the production of the result. 
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It IS eq[ually clear from what has been said that the 
Phenomenology is not a complete system of philosophy. 
It IS at most a part, and, as the author insisted, the 
introductory part to a comprehensive philosophical 
system. The exhaustive elaboration of “Absolute 
Knowledge” would alone be a complete system of 
philosophy. All that is done in the Phenomenology 
to provide such a system is to show that “Absolute 
Knowledge” as a mode of spiritual life has its roots m 
experience, and is the consummation and final cause 
of the whole process of experience. The author en- 
deavoured in his other works to construct the entire 
system of “Absolute Knowledge”; but the success or 
incompleteness of this achievement does not affect the 
value of the argument of the Phenomenology, which 
justifies the standpoint of “Absolute Knowledge”. 

It IS improbable that the argument of this treatise as 
a whole will meet with general acceptance even from 
those who are capable of appreciating it. In the 
nature of the case this is not to be expected. Philosophy 
as an attitude of mind towards the world, and a philo- 
sophical system as the expression of such an attitude, 
occupy a region midway between poetry on the one 
hand and science on the other. It is an activity of that 
imagmation which is “reason m her most exalted mood”, 
and an attempt to articulate this in the form of a con- 
nected scheme of thought. It always implies an indi- 
vidual pomt of view and a perspective of the world, 
which are central and final for the individual, but are 
different in each case. There is thus no final philosophical 
theory for all men, any more than there is one poetic 
vision for all. If philosophy were to claim the univer- 
sahty of science the history of philosophical systems 
would refute the claim, since no two philosophers 
agree in the theories they advance. The value of a 
philosophical system is therefore not to be measured 



62 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

r 

by its general acceptance but by the success and 
consistency with which it expresses a specific view of 
the world; by the extent to which it stimulates the 
mind to enjoy the liberty of pursuing thought for its 
own sake; and by the light it affords in solving the 
problems which the world presents in a different form to 
every one who possesses the philosophical frame of mind. 

Viewed in this way the Phenomenology has more 
than a disciplinary interest to students of philosophy. 
It IS a supreme expression of the idealistic outlook on 
the universe, “on man, on nature and on human life”, ; 
and will doubtless have much to give for generations/' 
to come to those who understand. / 

At the present time the Phenomenology may prove of 
assistance in approaching the profoundly important 
philosophical problems which have been raised by the 
novelty, the complexity, and the range of modern 
science, by the freshened interest in morahty and 
religion, and by the immense expansion of historical 
knowledge. These must necessarily compel the mind 
to consider fundamental principles and to attempt to 
reach a central point of view. How necessary this is 
those are best able to judge who find fanciful spiritism 
masquerading as philosophy and capable scientists 
propounding primitive metaphysics.^ The accumulated 
wealth of knowledge of all kinds cannot entitle us to 
assume the airs of mtellectual arrogance, or to indulge 
in the luxuries of mtellectual self-complacency. The 
most comprehensive scientific theory of recent times — 
that of Relativity — ^no more solves the fundamental 
problem of the nature of human experience as a whole 
than did the equally comprehensive theory of evolu- 
tion put forward in the middle of last century. That 

^ E g , one writer of distinction states that scientific thought, m spite 
of its immense achievement, supphes only a “symhohc” scheme of an 
“unknown background”, and that it is doubtful if anyone knows what 
is meant by the reahty or existence of anything “but our own Egos”. 
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problem remams the same now as it has always been. 
Whatever may be said for Hegel’s argument, his claim 
that the speculative outlook on the universe is a neces- 
sary demand of human experience and has an uniq[ue 
contribution to make to its fulfilment, can hardly 
be disputed. The composer and the conductor of the 
orchestra are as necessary to the performance as the 
various instrumentalists. 

It is also important to recogmze the value of his 
contention that human experience is essentially a 
reasonable process, and that every type of experience 
has its own substantial part to play in the complete 
drama of human life. In actual experience we neither 
confound one type of experience with another — 
morahty, science, art and religion — nor would we 
attempt to resolve one into another. Each has its limits : 
none can rightly trespass on the domain of another: and 
no smgle experience can alone satisfy the whole mmd. 
Each constitutes a level of experience; each has a 
reality and a truth of its own to supply to the human 
spirit.^ Some individuals may lay emphasis on one more 
than on another; but this is a matter of individual 
selection and not a method of determinmg that one is 
pnmary and another secondary, that one gives reality 
and another appearance, or that one is true and 
another false. 

Agam, a new significance, not without interest in our 
day, IS given to the familiar but much misimderstood 
statement that the mdivldual is a representative of 
humanity. In Hegel’s view this is not an incidental 
.feature, but a principle underlying human experience. 
■^iThe individual is potentially capable of accomphshing 
all that humanity has exphcitly realized: the wealth of 
human resources is his rightful inheritance and endow- 

^ On tins view a “conflict between science and religion” becomes 
impossible as it would be meaningless to speak of a conflict between 
science and art or between science and morality. 
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ment: the achievement of humanity is his own fulfil- 
ment, its range and its height the measure of his 
stature and his worth. The accomplishment of the 
drama of human life m time and space is the Dtvtna 
Gommedia of his own spirit as he passes from the level 
of nature through the refining processes of the moral 
order until he attains his reconcilement m religion and 
the beatific vision of the spirit of the umverse, seen by 

I’eteraa luce 
Che vista sola sempre amore acceude 

This self-manifestation of the Absolute Spirit to man 
is at once the consummation of his experience and the 
discovery that the Divine Spirit has been the immanent 
agency operative throughout experience, giving reality 
to each stage and contmuity to the whole process. 
For it is of the essence of Hegel’s argument that the 
Absolute Spirit takes upon itself and makes its own the 
stupendous labom of the world’s history; that in so 
doing it infuses the component parts with spiritual 
significance, embodies itself in human form, and, in 
the process, at once eternal and in time, reconciles the 
world to itseK and itself to the world. ^ For the indi- 
vidual these altitudes of vision where the world is 
transfigured are not a permanent residence, and the 
formulation of the experience wellnigh defeats human 
effort. 

’tis a thing unpossihle to frame 
Conceptions equal to the soul’s desires ; 

And the most difficult of tasks to keep 
Heights which the soul is competent to gain ® 

But for the Absolute Spirit, the universe being eternal, 
as Hegel after Aristotle maintained, the process is 
eternally being fulfilled and eternally complete. 

^ Students of rehgion wiU doubtless recogmze that such a view is in 
agreement with essential doctrmes in the cathohc faith of Christendom 
This was no accident of Hegel’s scheme of thought it seems to have 
been one of the purposes which provided a controUmg motive for his 
work 2 Excursion Bk IV» 
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PREFACE 



In the case of a philosophical work it seems not only 
superfluous, but, in view of the nature of philosophy, 
even inappropriate and misleading to begin, as writers 
usually do in a preface, by explaining the end the 
author had in mind, the circumstances which gave rise 
^^to^.th^/wprk, and the relation in which the writer takes 
'• to other treatises on the same subject, 

his predecessors or his contemporaries. For 
|i.t might be suitable to state about philosophy 
-say, an historical sketch of the main drift 
of view, the general content and results, a 
lesultory assertions and assurances about the 
cannot be accepted as the form and manner 
in which to expound philosophical truth. 

■Mpi^’eoyer, becau^, philosophy has its being essen- 

^universality which encloses 
d or final result seems, 
e than in that of other 
expressed the complete 
contrasted with that the 
light would seem, properly 
■Sential significance. On the 
al idea of e.g. anatomy— -the 
: the body regarded as lifeless 
e do not possess the objective 
ual content of the science, but 
j, be concerned with particulars, 
of such a collection of items of 
has no real right to the name of 
bout purpose and such-like general- 
very different from the descrip- 
hial way in which the contents of the 
nerves and muscles, etc, — ^are them- 
of. In philosophy, on the other hand, 
once be ielt incongruous were such a 
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method made use of and yet shown by philosophy 
itself to be incapable of grasping the truth. 

In the same way too, by determming the relation 
which a philosophical work professes to have to other 
treatises on the same subject, an extraneous interest 
IS introduced, and obscurity is thrown over the point 
at issue in the knowledge of the truth. The mare the 
ordmary mind takes the opposition betwe^— 
false to be fixed, the more is it accustomed 
either agreement or contradiction with a g 
sophical system, and only to see reason jt 
or the other in any explanatory statement | 
such a system. It does not conceive the c» 
philosophical systems as the progressive et 
truth; rather, it sees only contradiction in ti 
The bud disappears when the blossom brea 


and we might say that the formesr is refi? 
latter; in the same waj^^ wlje;^^^b fruit 
blossom may be explain6^»^l6s' I^^V f a1 hC f 
plant’s existence, for t!^^^ro^^'^ears 
nature in place of the bll^ M l;-, sta^ 

merely differentiated; tho^^&^laii^^ne 
bemg incompatible with on^^®^ther. ^ut 
less activity of their own inh ^ e nt natufe is 
at the same time moments of 
they not merely do not cont^fe ^^y^ 
where one is as necessary as th^MK^, 
necessity of aU moments constiti^^^^^ 
the hfe of the whole. But contfi^^cti^ 
philosophical systems is not wont' fis ^fty t - 
this way; on the other hand, the 
contradiction does not commonly ki^Mt 
it or keep it free from its onesidedness|^ 
in what seems conflictmg and inhere^ 
the presence of mutually necessary mo& 
The demand for such explanation^ 
attempts to satisfy this demand, very elt 


I. 
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tlie essential business philosophy has to undertake” 
Where could the inmost truth of a philosophical work 
be found better expressed than in its purposes and 
results ? and m what way could these be more definitely 
known than through their distinction from what is 
produced during the same period by others working 
m the same field? If, however, such procedure is to 
pass for more than the beginmng of knowledge, if it 
is to pass for actually knowmg, then we must, in point 
of fact, look on it as a device for avoiding the real 
business at issue, an attempt to combine the appear- 
ance of being in earnest and takmg trouble about the 
subject with an actual neglect of the subject altogether. 
For the re al subjec t-matter is not .exhausted .in its 
purpose, but in working the^matter out; nor is the | 
mere resul faWaihed the concre te w hole" itsW^niut The ~ 
result alo ng with l^e p rocess of arriving at it . I^e 
pcftpose by itself is a hfele^ universal, just^s.. the 
general dri JF iT a mere ackvit^n^a^certem dpectiqn*. 
■v^icli is still wit hout its concrete-j^ahzatifinj^and.tlie 
naked result is the corpse of the system whi c h has .. 
leftTts ^idiii^ tendency behmd it. Similarly, the dis- 
tmctive’"differen'ce of ah^hmg is rather the boundary, 
the limit, of the subject; it is found at that point 
where the subject-matter stops, or it is what this 
subject-matter is not. To trouble oneself in this fashion 
with the purpose and results, and again with the 
^fierences, the positions taken up and judgments 
passed by one thinker and another, is therefore an 
easier task than perhaps it seems. For instead of 
laying hold of the matter in hand, a procedure of that 
kind IS all the while away from the subject altogether. 
Instead of dwelling within it and becommg absorbed 
by it, knowledge of that sort is always grasping at 
i something else; such knowledge, instead of keepmg to 
Ithe subject-matter and giving itself up to it, never 
I gets away from itself. The easiest thing of aU is to pass 
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judgments on what has a solid substantial content; 
it IS more difficult to grasp it, and most of all difficult 
to do both together and produce the systematic expo- 
sition of it. 

The beginning of culture and of the struggle to pass 
out of the unbroken immediacy of naive psychical life 
has always to be made by acquiring knowledge of 
universal principles and pomts of view, by striving, 
in the first instance, to work up simply to the thought 
of the subject-matter in general, not forgettmg at the 
same time to give reasons for supportmg it or refuting 
it, to apprehend the concrete riches and fullness con- 
tamed in its various determmate qualities, and to 
know how to furnish a coherent, orderly account of it 
and a responsible judgment upon it. This begmning 
of mental cultivation will, however, very soon make 
way for the earnestness of actual life m all its fullness, 
which leads to a living experience of the subject-matter 
itself; and when, in addition, conceptual thought 
strenuously penetrates to the very depths of its mean- 
ing, such knowledge and style of judgment wiU keep 
their due place in everyday thought and conversation. 

The systematic development of truth in scientific 
form can alone be the true shape m which truth exists. 
To help to brmg philosophy nearer to the form of 
science — ^that goal where it can lay aside the name of 
love of loiowledge and be actual knowledge — ^that is 
what I have set before me. The mner necessity that“\ 
knowledge should be science lies in its very nature; | 
and the adequate and sufficient explanation for this 1 
lies simply and solely m the systematic exposition of j 
philosophy itself. The external necessity, however, so / 
far as this is apprehended m a universal way, and \ 
apart from the accident of the personal element and 
the particular occasioning mfluences affectmg the indi-_ 
vidual, IS the same as the internal: it lies in the form 
and shape in which the process of time presents the ' 
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existence of its moments. To show that the time pEd- 
cess does raise philosophy to the level of scientific 
system would, therefore, be the only true justification— 
of the attempts which aim at proving that philosophy 
must assume this character; because the temporal 
process would thus bring out and lay bare the necessity 
of it, nay, more, would at the same time be carr3nng 
out that very aim itseh. 

When we state the true form of truth to be its scien- 
tific character — or, what is the same thing, when it is 
maintained that truth finds the medium of its existence 
in notions or conceptions alone — I know that this 
seems to contradict an idea Inth all its consequences 
which makes great pretensions and has gamed wide- 
spread acceptance and conviction at the present time. 
A word of explanation concerning this contradiction 
seems, therefore, not out of place, even though at this 
stage it can amount to no more than a dogmatic 
assurance exactly like the view we are opposmg. If, 
that IS to say, truth exists merely in what, or rather 
exists merely as what, is called at one time intuition, 
at another immediate knowledge of the Absolute, 
/Heligion, Being — ^not bemg in the centre of divine 
love, but the very Being of this centre, of the Absolute 
itself — ^from that point of view it is rather the opposite 
of the notional or conceptual form which would be 
required for systematic philosophical exposition. The 
Absolute on this view is not to be grasped in conceptual 
form, but felt, intuited; it is not its conception, but 
the feeling of it and intuition of it that are to have the 
say and find expression.^ 

If we consider the appearance of a claim like this in 
its more general setting, and look at the level which 
the self-conscious mind at present occupies, we shall 
find that self-consciousness has got beyond the sub- 

^ Hegel has m mind the views of Jacobi and the Bomantics, Schlegel 
and Schleiermacher 
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slantial fullness of life, which it used to carry on in 
the element of thought — beyond the state of immediacy 
of belief, beyond the satisfaction and security arising 
from the assurance which consciousness possessed of 
being reconciled with ultimate reality and with its all- 
pervading presence, within as well as without. Self- 
conscious mmd has not merely passed beyond that to 
the opposite extreme of insubstantial reflection of self 
into self, but beyond this too. It has not merely lost 
its essential and concrete life, it is also conscious of 
this loss and of the transitory finitude characteristic 
of its content. Turning away from the husks it has to 
feed on, and confessing that it lies m wickedness and 
sin, it reviles itself for so domg, and now desires from 
philosophy not so much to bring it to a knowledge of 
what it IS, as to obtam once agam through philosophy 
the restoration of that sense of solidity and substan- 
tiality of existence it has lost. Philosophy is thus 
expected not so much to meet this want by opening 
up the compact sohdity of substantial existence, and 
bringing this to the light and level of self-consciousness 
— IS not so much to bring chaotic conscious life back 
to the orderly ways of thought, and the simphcity of 
the notion, as to run together what thought has divided 
asunder, suppress the notion with its distmctions, and 
restore the feeling of existence. What it wants from 
philosophy is not so much msight as edification. The 
beautiful, the holy, the eternal, religion, love — these 
are the bait required to awaken the desire to bite; 
not the notion, but ecstasy, not the march of cold 
necessity in the subject-matter, but ferment and 
enthusiasm — ^these are to be the ways by which the 
wealth of the concrete substance is to be stored and 
Lmcreasingly extended.^ 

With this demand there goes the strenuous effort, 
almost perfervidly zealous in its activity, to rescue 

^ Op pp. 251 
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mankind from being sunken in what is sensuous, 
vulgar, and of fleeting importance, and to raise men’s 
eyes to the stars; as if men had quite forgotten the 
divine, and were on the verge of finding satisfaction, 
like worms, in mud and water. Time was when man 
had a heaven, decked and fitted out with endless 
wealth of thoughts and pictures. The significance of 
all that IS, lay in the thread of light by which it was 
attached to heaven; instead of dwelling m the present 
as it is here and now, the eye glanced away over the 
present to the Divine, away, so to say, to a present, 
that lies beyond. The mind’s gaze had to be directed 
under compulsion to what is earthly, and kept fixed 
there; and it has needed a long time to introduce that 
clearness, which only celestial realities had, into the 
crassness and confusion shrouding the sense of things 
earthly, and to make attention to the immediate 
present as such, which was called Experience, of 
interest and of value. Now we have apparently the 
need for the opposite of aU this; man’s mind and 
interest are so deeply rooted in the earthly that we j 
require a like power to have them raised above that 
level His spirit shows such poverty of nature that it 
seems to long for the mere pitiful feelmg of the divine 
in the abstract, and to get refreshment from that, like 
a wanderer in the desert craving for the merest mouth- 
ful of water. By the little which can thus satisfy the 
needs of the human spirit we can measure the extent 
of its loss. 

This easy contentment m receivmg, or stmginess in 
giving, does not suit the character of science. The mair\ 
who only seeks edification, who wants to envelop m 
mist the manifold diversity of his earthly existence ^ 
and thought, and craves after the vague enjoyment 
of this vague and mdeterminate Divinity — ^he may 
look where he hkes to find this: he will easily find for 
himself the means to procure somethmg he can rave 
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over and puff himself up withal. But philosophy must 
beware of wishmg to he edifying.^ 

Still less must this kmd of contentment, which holds 
science in contempt, take upon itself to claim that 
raving obscurantism of this sort is something higher 
than science. These apocalyptic utterances pretend to 
occupy the very centre and the deepest depths; they 
look askance at aU definiteness and preciseness (opos) 
of meanmg; and they deliberately hold back from 
conceptual thinkmg and the constrammg necessities 
of thought, as being the sort of reflection which, they 1 
say, can only feel at home in the sphere of finitude.J 
’But just as there is a breadth which is emptiness, 
there is a depth which is empty too: as we may have 
an extension of substance which overflows into finite 
multiplicity without the power of keepmg the manifold 
together, in the same way we may have an msuhstan- 
tial intensity which, keeping itself in as mere force 
without actual expression, is no better than super- 
ficiality. The force of mind is only as great as its 
expression; its depth only as deep as its power to 
expand and lose itself when spending and giving 
out its substance. Moreover, when this unreflective 
emotional knowledge makes a pretence of having 
immersed its own very self in the depths of the abso- 
lute Being, and of philosophizmg in all holmess and 
truth, it hides from itself the fact that instead of 
devotion to God, it rather, by this contempt for all 
measurable precision and definiteness, simply attests 
in its own case the fortuitous character of its content, 
and in the other endows God with its own caprice. 
When such minds commit themselves to the unre- 
stramed ferment of sheer emotion, they thmk that, 
by putting a veil over self-consciousness, and sur- 
rendering all understandmg, they are thus God’s 
beloved ones to whom He gives His wisdom in 
sleep. This is the reason, too, that in pomt of fact 
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\ what they do conceive and bring forth in sleep •^is 
' dreams. 

For the rest it is not difficult to see that our epoch 
is a hirth-time, and a period of transition. The spirit 
of man has broken with the old order of things hitherto 
prevailing, and with the old ways of thmkmg, and is 
m the mind to let them all sink mto the depths of the 
past and to set about its own transformation. It is 
mdeed never at rest, but earned along the stream of 
progress ever onward. But it is here as m the case of 
the birth of a child; after a long period of nutntion in 
silence, the contmuity of the gradual growth in size, 
of quantitative change, is suddenly cut short by the 
first breath drawn — ^there is a break m the process, 
a qualitative change — and the chdd is born. In like 
manner the spirit of the time, growing slowly and 
quietly ripe for the new form it is to assume, disin- 
tegrates one fragment after another of the structure 
of its previous world. That it is tottering to its fall is 
indicated only by symptoms here and there. Frivolity ^ 
and again emiui, which are spreadmg in the established 
order of things, the undefined forebodmg of something 
unknowm — all these betoken that there is something 
else approaching. This gradual crumblmg to pieces, 
which did not alter the general look and aspect of the 
whole, IS interrupted by the sunrise, which, in a flash 
and at a single stroke, brings to view the form and 
structure of the new world. 

But this new world is perfectly realized just as little 
as the new-born child; and it is essential to bear this 
m mind. It comes on the stage to begin with in its 
immediacy, in its bare generality. A building is not 
finished when its foundation is laid; and just as little 
is the attainment of a general notion of a whole the 
whole itseh. When we want to see an oak with all its 
vigour of trunk, its spreading branches, and mass of 
foliage, we are not satisfied to be shown an acorn 
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iiistead. In the same way science, the crowning glory 
of a spiritual world, is not found complete in its initial 
stages The begmnmg of the new spirit is the outcome 
of a widespread revolution in manifold forms of spiritual 
culture; it is the reward which comes after a chequered 
and devious course of development, and after much 
struggle and effort. It is a whole which, after running 
its course and lajung bare all its content, returns agam 
to itself; it is the resultant abstract notion of the 
whole But the actual realization of this abstract whole 
^is only found when those previous shapes and forms, 
which are now reduced to ideal moments of the whole, 
are developed anew again, but developed and shaped 
! withm this new medium, and with the meaning they 
■ have thereby acqumed. 

While the new world makes its first appearance 
merely in general outline, merely as a whole lying 
concealed and hidden withm a bare abstraction, the 
wealth of the bygone life, on the other hand, is still 
consciously present m recollection. Consciousness misses 
in the new form the detailed expanse of content; but 
stdl more the developed expression of form by which 
distinctions are definitely determined and arranged m 
their precise relations. Without this last feature science 
has no general intelligibility, and has the appearance 
of being an esoteric possession of a few individuals — 
an esoteric possession, because in the first mstance itj 
is only the essential prmciple or notion of science,' 
only its inner nature that is to be found; and a pos- 
session of few mdmduals, because, at its first appear- 
ance, its content is not elaborated and expanded in 
detail, and thus its existence is turned into something 
particular. Only what is perfectly determinate in form 
is at the same time exoteric, comprehensible, and 
capable of being learned and possessed by evervbody. 
Intelligibility is the form m which science is ofiered 
to everyone, and is the open road to it made plain for 
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all. To reach rational knowledge by our intelligence 
IS the just demand of the mmd which comes to science. 
For intelligence, understandmg {Verstand), is thinking, 
pure activity of the self m general ; and what is intelli- 
gible {Ver standage) is something from the first familiar 
and common to the scientific and unscientific mind 
alike, enabling the unscientific mind to enter the 
domam of science. 

Science, at its commencement, when as yet it has 
reached neither detailed completeness nor perfection 
of form, IS exposed to blame on that account. But it 
would be as unjust to suppose this blame to attach 
to its essential nature, as it is inadmissible not to be 
ready to recognize the demand for that further develop- 
ment in fuller detail. In the contrast and opposition 
between these two aspects (the initial and the developed 
stages of science) seems to lie the critical knot which 
scientific culture at present struggles to loosen, and 
about which so far it is not very clear. One side parades 
the wealth of its material and the intelligibility of its 
ideas; the other pours contempt at any rate on the 
latter, and makes a parade of the immediate intuitive 
rationality and divme quality of its content. Although 
the first IS reduced to silence, perhaps by the mner 
force of truth alone, perhaps, too, by the noisy bluster 
of the other side, and even though having regard to 
the reason and nature of the case it did feel overborne, 
yet it does not therefore feel satisfied as regards those 
demands for greater development, for those demands 
are just, but still unfulfilled. Its silence is due only in 
part to the victory of the other side; it is half due to 
that weariness and indifference which are usually the 
consequence when expectations are being constantly 
awakened by promises which are not followed up by 
performance. 

The other side^ no doubt at times makes an easy 

^ Sohellmg and his school 
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enough matter of having a vast expanse of content. 
They haul on to their territory a lot of material, that, 
namely, which is already familiar and arranged in 
order; and smce they are concerned more especially 
about what is exceptional, strange, and curious, they 
seem all the more to be m possession of the rest, which 
knowledge in its own way was finished and done with, 
as well as to have control over what was unregulated 
and disorderly Hence everythmg appears brought 
wit hin the compass of the Absolute Idea, which seems 
thus to be recognized m everythmg, and to have suc- 
ceeded m becommg a system in extenso of scientific 
lmowledg|/ But if we look more closely at this expanded 
system we find that it has not been reached by one 
and the same principle taking shape in diverse ways; 
it is the shapeles s repetitio n o f ^ne and the same idea, 
which_ is ^applied in external fashion to different 
ma^rialj the -wearisome reiteration of it keeping up 
the semblance of .diversity. The Idea, which by itself 
is no doubt the truth, really never gets any farther 
than just where it began, as long as the development 
of it consists m nothing else than such a repetition 
of the same formula. If the knowing subject carries 
round everywhere the one mer^ attract form, taking 
up in external fashion whatever material comes his 
way, and dipping it in to this elen aent, then this comes 
about as near t o fiJMm g what is wanted — ^viz. a 
self -origination of the wealth of detail, and a self- 
determimng distmction of shapes and forms — as any 
chance fancies about the content in question. It is 
rather a^J falonochrome for malism, which only arrives 
at distinction m the matter iTEas to deal with, because 
this is already prepared and well known. 

This monotonousness and abstract universality are 
)maiatamed to be the Absolute. This formalism insists 
that to be dis satisfied the rewith argues_an inca pa city 
to grasp the ^s^dpoint o^the'~ ABs olute. and keep a 



PREFACE 


79 


firm hold on it. If it was once the case that the ba'^e 
possibility of thinking of something m some other 
fashion was sufficient to refute a given idea, and the 
naked possibility, the bare general thought, possessed 
and passed for the entire substantive value of actual 
Iknowledge; similarly'/ we find here all the value as- 
cribed to the gen eral _idea in this bare form without 
concrete_rgalizationj and we see here, too, the style 
and method of speculative contemplation identified 
with dissipating and resolving what is determmate 
and distinct, or rather with hurling it down, without 
more ado and without any justification, mto the abyss 
of vacuity. To consider any specific fact as it is in the 
Absolute, consists here in nothmg else than saying 
about it that, while it is now doubtless spoken of as 
something specific, yet in the Absolute/m the abstract 
identity A = A, there is no such thing at all, for every- 
thing IS there all onef/To pit this smgle assertion, that 
“m the Absolute aU is one”, against the_orgamzed 
w hole o f det erminate and complete _ knowledge, pr oi 
kn owle d ge wliic h_a^t least aims at and demands com- , 
plete_development — to give out its Absolute as the ^ 
night m which, a s we sav.._ al l_ cows are black — ^that is 
t he very naivete of emptmess of Imo wledge. 

The formalism which has been deprecated and de- 
spised by recent philosophy, and which has arisen once 
more m philosophy itself, will not disappear from 
science, even though its inadequacy is known and felt, 
tiU the knowledge of absolute reality has j^ecome quite 
clear as to what its own true nature consists m. Having 
in mindTTiEat'tEe genefffi idea of what is to be done, 
if it precedes the attempt to carry it out, facilitates 
rthe comprehension of this process, it is worth while 
\ to indicate here some rough idea of it, with the hope 
at the same time that this wiU give us the opportunity 
to set aside certain forms whose habitual presence is 
^ hindrance in the way of speculative knowledge. 
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•I' In my view — a view which the developed exposition 
W the system itself can alone justify— everythmg 
Idepends on grasping and expressing the ultimate truth 
Inot as Substance hut as Subject as w ell. At the same 
time we musTnote lHat concrete substantiality impli- 
cates and mvolves the universal or the immediacy of 
knowledge itself, as well as that immediacy which is 
being, or immediacy qua object for knowledge. If 
the generation which heard God spoken of as the 
One Substance^ was shocked and revolted by such a 
characterization of his nature, the reason lay partly 
in the mstmctive feeling that m such a conception 
self-consciousness was simply submerged, and not 
preserved. But partly, agam, the opposite position, 
which mamtams thmking to be merely subjective 
thmkmg, abstract universality as such, is exactly the 
same bare uniformity, is undifferentiated, unmoved 
substantiality.^ And even if, in the third place, thought 
combmes with itself the being of substance, and con- 
ceives immediacy or mtuition {Anschauung) as thinking, 
it is still a question whether this intellectual intuition 
does not fall back into that inert, abstract simplicity, 
and exhibit and expound reahty itself in an unreal 
manner.® 


The living substance, further, is that being which is 
truly subject, or, what is the same thmg, is truly 
realized and actual {wirhhch) solely in the process of 
positmg itself, or in mediatmg with its own self its] 
bransitions from one state or position to the opposite.! 
As subject it is pure and simple negativity, and just 
DU that account a process of splitting up what is sim ple 
ind undifferentiated, a process of duplicating and 
setting factors m opposition, which [process] in turn 
s the negation of this indifferent diversity and of the 


jpposition of factors it entads. T rue reality is .merely i 
uh is process of reyistatmg self-identity, of reflecting ! 

^ Spmoza, v/ 2 Kaat and Fichte. ® Schelling . 
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i nto its own self in and from its other , and is not ^n 
o rigmaI~and primal iinityTas sach^ not an immedia te 
unity as such . It is the process of its own becoming , 
t he cirde •which presupposes its end as its purpose , 
and has its end for its b^inning ; it becomes concrete 
and actual only by h ei ngcarr ie d out, and by the end 
it inyolv es. 

The li fe of God and divine intel^erice, then, can, if 
we like, be-spoken' of as~ loye dlsportmg with .itsejjj 
but this idea falls into e3ification , and even sinks mto 
i nsipidity , if it lacks t he seriousnes s, the suffering, J bhe 
patience , and the lab our of the negative . Per se the 
divine life is no doubt undisturbed identify and one- 
ness with itself, which finds no serious obstacle in 
otherness and estrangement, and none in the sur- . 
mounting of this estrangement. But this “per se” is 
abstract generahty, where we abstract from its real 
nature, which consists in its bemg objective to itself, 
conscious of itself on its own accou nt { fur sich zu sein) ; 
and where consequently we neglect altogether the self- 
movement which IS the formal character of its activity. 
If the form is declared to correspond to the essence, 
it IS just for that reason a misunderstanding to suppose 
that knowledge can be content with the “per se”, the 
essence, but can do without the form, that the absolute 
prmciple, or absolute mtuition, makes the carrying 
out of the former, or the development of the latter, 
needless. Precisely because the form is as necessary 
I to the essence as the essence to itself, absolute reality 
Imust not he conceived of and expressed as essence 
jalone, i.e. as immediate substance, or as pure self- 
fintuition of the Divme, but as form also, and with 
•the entire wealth of the developed form. Only then is 
it grasped and expressed as really actual. 

1 The truth is the whole. The whole, however, is merely 
I the ^sentiai nature reaching its completeness through 
Nhe process of its own development. Of the Absolute 
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it 'must be said that it is essentially a result, that only 
at the end is it what it is m very truth; and just in 
that consists its nature, which is to be actual, subject, 
or self-becoming, self-development. Should it appear 
contradictory to say that the Absolute has to be 
conceived essentially as a result, a little consideration 
wiU set this appearance of contradiction in its true 
light. The beginnmg, the principle, or the Absolute, 
as at first or immediately expressed, is merely the 
universal. If we''say'''‘^“hn5QiIs'^thaTdoesTabt pass 
for zoology; for the same reason we see at once that 
the words absolute, divme, eternal, and so on do not 
express what is imphed m them; and only mere words 
ihke these, m point of fact, express intuition as the 
ummediate. Whatever is more than a word like that, 
even the mere transition to a proposition, is a form o f 
mediatio n, co ntams a process towards another s tate 
from which we must return once mor e. It is this process 
of mediation, however, that is rejected with horror, 

I as it absolute knowledge were being surrendered when 
unore is made of mediation than merely the assertion 
that it IS nothing absolute, and does not exist m the 
Absolute. 

This horrified rejection of mediation, however, arises 
as a f act from want of ac quaintance with^its natur e, 
and with the nature of absolute knowledge itself. For ! 
mediatmg is nothing but self-i dentity workmg itself ' 
’ out through an active self-d i rected pr ocess , or, m 
other words, i t, is reflection mto seS, the aspect i n 
^ which the ego is^fdr itself, objective to~itself . It is pure 
ne^atiyity,^ or j reduced to its utmost abatrac’tLon, fhe 
process of bare and simple becoming. The ego, or 
becoming in' general, this process of mediatmg, Js, 
because of its being simple, just immediacy commg to 
be, and is immediacy itself. We misconceive therefore 
I the nature of reason if we exclude reflection or media- 
Vtion from ultimate truth, and do not take it to be a 
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\positive moment of the Absolute. It is reflection whicli 
constitutes truth the final result, and yet at the same 
time does away with the contrast between result and 
the process of arriving at it. For this process is like- 
wise simple, and therefore not distinct from the form 
of truth, which consists in appearmg as simple in the 
result, it is indeed 3 ust this restoration and return to 
simplicity. While the embryo is certainly, in itself, 

\ implicitly a human being, it is not so explicitly, it is 
not by itself a human being (ificr sich) ; man is explicitly 
man only in the form of developed and cultivated 
reason, which has made itself to be what it is implicitly. 
Its actual reality is first found here. But this result 
arrived at is itself simple immediacy; for it is self- 
conscious freedom, which is at one with itself, and has 
not set aside the opposition it mvolves and left it 
there, but has made its account with it and become 
reconciled to it. 

What has been said may also be expressed by saymg 
that reason is purposive activity. The exaltation of 
. so-called naturfiah tlTeexpense of tBdught misconceived, 
land more especially the rejection of external purposive- 
Iness, have brought the idea of purpose m general mto 
jdisrepute. All the same, m the sense m which Aristotle, .1 
too, characterizes nature as n urposive activity, purpos e ' 
is the immed iate, the un distur bed , the unmoved ■whish i 
is seLf-mov mg: as such i t is subject. Its power of 
moving, taken abstractly, is its existence for itself, or 
pure negativity. The result is the same as the begm- 
ning solely because the begmnmg is purpose. Stated 
otherwise, what is actual an d co ncrete is th e same a s 
i ts inner princinle or not ion simply bec ause the imme - 
d iate purpose contains within it the self or pur e 
a ctuali ty. The realized purpose, or concrete actuality, 
is movement and development unfolded. But this very 
unrest is the self ; and it is one and the same with that 
immediacy and simplicity characteristic of the begin- 
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filn g just for the reason that it is the result; and has 
returned upon itself — ^while this latter again is just 
the self, and the self is self-referring and self-relatuig 
identity and simplicity. 

The need to thin k of the Absolute as subject, has 
led men to make use of statements like “God is the 
eternal”, the “moral order of the world”, or “love”, 
etc. In such propositions the truth is just barely stated 
to be Subject, but not set forth as the process of 
reflectively mediatmg itself with itself. In a proposition 
of that kind we begin with the word God. By itself 5 
this IS a meaningless sound, a mere name; the pre-* 
dioate says afterwards what it is, gives it content and} 
meaning: the empty beginnmg becomes real know-^ 
ledge only when we thus get to the end of the state-- 
ment. So far as that goes, why not speak alone of the^ 
eternal, of the moral order of the world, etc., or, like' 
(the ancients, of pure conceptions such as being, the \ 
one, etc., i.e. of what gives the meanmg without addmg 
Ithe meaningless sound at all? But this word just 
indicates that it is not a being or essence or umversal 
in general that is put forward, but somethmg reflected 
into self, a subject. Yet at the same time this accept- 
ance of the Absolute as Subject is merely anticipated, 

E ot really affirmed. The subject is taken to be a fixed 
oint, and to it as their support the predicates are 
attached, by a process falling withm the mdividual 
knowing about it, but not looked upon as belongmg 
to the pomt of attachment itself; only by such a 
process, however, could the content be presented as 
subject. Constituted as it is, this process cannot belong 
to the subject; but when that point of support is fixed 
;to start with, this process cannot be otherwise consti- 
jtuted, it can only be external. The anticipation that 
|bhe Absolute is subject is therefore not merely not the 
realization of this conception ; it even makes realization 
inipossible. For it makes out the notion to be a static 



PREFACE 


point, while its actual reality is ,i 

activity. ' ^ 

Among the many consequences ^^^i^'MqIIow f- 
what has been said, it is of importance to\^ i 
this, that knowledge is only real and can onXy^^'^ 
f orth fully i^he form of science7in~tEelof5rdr^ 
and further, that a so-c alled funda mental proposi 
or first prin ciple dFpEilosophy, even if iOs true, is 
none the X^ss falsTjust because and in so far as^ 
merely a fundamental proposition, merely a fost^); 
ciple. It is fdr^atlreason eaSdy^futed. The refuta 
consists in bringing out its defective character; am 
[ d efective because it is~mrereiv~tire-^miver3al, me : 
a principle, the begmningrn the refutation is comp 
aild~tKof6ugh,~it is'Herived and developed from 
nature of the prmciple itself, and not accomplished 
bringing in from elsewhere other counter assuran^ 
and chance fancies. It would be strictly the develcj 
ment of the principle, and thus the completion of 
deficiency, were it not that it misunderstands its o 
purport by takmg account solely of the negative asp^ 
of what it seeks to do, and is not conscious of 
positive character of its process and result. The ^ 
positive working out of the beginning is at the sajL 
time just as much the very reverse, it is a negati^ 
attitude towards the principle we start from, negati'v^ 
that is to say, of its one-sided form, which consists ^ 
bemg primarily immediate, a mere purpose. It m.. 
therefore be regarded as a refutation of what constitut , 
the basis of the system; but more correctly it shouL^ 
be looked at as a demonstration that the basis o* 
Principle of the system is m point of fact merely i*^ 
heginning, r 

That the truth is only realized in the form of system? 
th at substance is essentially subject, is expressed ii^ 
the idea which represents t he Absolute as Spirit {Oeist 
— ^the grandest conception of all, and one which is Ou ^ 
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no modern its religion. (Spirit is alone Reality, 

yd IS the inno'^'^®^^S of the world, that which essentially 


bid IS 


se; it assumes objective, determinate form, 
^ !rs into relations with itself — ^it is externality 
iiiess), and exists for self; yet, in this determina- 
, and m its otherness, it is still one with itself — ^it 
|clf-contained and self-complete, in itself and for 
|f at once. This self-contamedness, however, is first 
lethmg known by us, it is imphcit in its nature 
j sicJi); it is Substance spiritual. It has to become 
l-contained for itself, on its own account; it must 
IknoAvlcdgc of spirit, and must be consciousness of 
Ilf a s sn int. Tins means, it must be presented to 
jplf as an object, but at the same time straightway 
pul and transcend this objective form; it must be 
(own object in which it finds itself reflected.j So far 

( .ts spiritual content is produced by its own activity, 
s only we [the thmkers] who know spirit to be for 
eh, to be objective to itseh; but in so far as spirit 
ows itseK to be for itseh, then this self-production, 

! pure notion, is the sphere and element in which 
objectification takes effect, and where it gets its 
^tential form . In this way it is m i ts existence aware » 
Q :^-Obj oct in which its own sel f is reflected . * 
which, when thus developed, kn ows i t self to b e 
^gr, is sc ience. Science is its reahzation, ~and the 
fcgdomit sets up for itself in its ovm na ti ve etemem t 
tA sch having Icnowledge purely of itself m the abso- 
(Rte antithesis of itseh, this pure ether s such, is the 
pverj_soiRwhcro science flourishes, i s knowledge in u p i - 
|Te^lJoim The begmnmg of philosophy presupposes 
por demands from consciousness that it should feeLat 
jvhpjnfi-un tins element. But this element only attains 
‘fits perfc£tnagaiung,and acquires transparency through 
|he _ process of graduaUy dey ^mng it. It is pure 
ppiritudity_as the umversal which assumes the shape 
Pt ; and this simple element^ existing 
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as such, is the field-of-scienc e. is thinking , which can 
be only in mi nd. Because this medium, t his .imm e diacy 
I of mind. IS the mind’s suhstajn± i.aJ u ^ t nre m gen era, 1^ 
jit IS the trans figured essence , reflection which itself is 
simple, which is aware of itself as immedia cy; it is 
being, which is reflection into itself. Science on its ^e 
require^tj ^ indiAu du al s^-consciousness to have risen 
into this et hefT uTorder' t6~be~able to live with 
science, and in science, and really to f eel ahve- jtbeiie. 
■Conversely the individual has the right to demand that 
science sh all hold Jdie ■Iaddeji -J:i3-J3£jp,bit^ at 

least a s far as th is-position. shall show him that he 
has in himself this ground to stand on. His right rests 
on his ab solute. - mdepeadeace. which he knows he 
possesses in every type and phase of knowledge; for ' 
in every phase, whether recognized by science or not, 
and whatever be the content, hiS-iighLas-an-individual 
is the absolut e-and-finaLform. i.e. he is the immediate 
certainty of self, and thereby is u nconditione d beii^, 
were this expression preferred. If the position taken 
\up by ^co nscious ne.8s, that of Imowing about objective* 
I thmgs as opposed to itself, and about itself as opposed \ 
Ito them, is held bv^ scien ce-t»o---he--HLe-ver-y-eppes-ite- ©f * 
I what science _i s- if, when in knowing it keeps withm’ 
TEself and never goes beyond its elf, science holds thiS' 
state to b e rather the loss of mind altog ether — on the, 
other hand the element m which science consigt!a_is' 
looked at by consciousness as-auxemiate-und^istant , 

of itself. E ach of these two sides takes the other to be? 
the perversion of the truth. For the naive conscious- 
ness, to give itself up completely and straight away to 
s cience is to m ake iiiL_attfimpt, mduced by some un- 
known influence, a ll at once to walk on its head. The 
compulsion to tak^ up this attitude and move about 
in this position, is a constraining force it is urged to 
fall in with, without ever being prepared for it and 
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mth no apparent necessity for doing so. Let scienc^ 
be mr se what it likeSf in its relation -to-nanve immediatfi 
self- conscio u s 1ife..i t presents the appearance of being 
a re versal of t he-latter: or, again, because naive self 
consciousness finds the p rinciple .oi-its realitjL-in the 
c erta, int y of itself , science bears the character of un- 
r eahtv. since consciousnes s. i!for.itseh”-is-a*state„quilie 
outside of .sc ieneet Science has for that reason to 
combine that o ther element o f self-certainty^ivith its 
ilSEUr-er rather to show that the otheL^lai^nt -belongs 
to itself, a nd how it does so. When devoid of that sort 
of reality, science is merely the .aontent of mind qua 
so methmg .impliciL _QX_potential [an sich); purpose, 
which at the start is no more than so methmg int e rnal ; 
i mt spir it, but at first merely spintuaLsuhatance This 
implicit moment [A^mckXloL&s to find external expres- 
sion, and become objective on i ts-own account. This 
means nothmg else than t hat this m oment haa_io 


establish seIf-consciousn .e ss nTie. with-.itself. 

I ' IS this process by which science in general comes 
^ about, this gradual development of knowing^, that is 
set forth here i nthe Phenomenology of M%nd ^ Knowuig, 
as it IS found at the start, m^^ in its immediate and 
^.^rimitive stage, is without dheessehtialmitureHgf-mjmH, 
i Qinafiac^sciousBes gi^ To reach' the~stage~^ gen u me 
k nowledge, or produce the element where s cie nce is 
found — the pu ^ conception of science itsel f — a long 
and laborious jou rney 'must be undertaken . This pro- 
cess towards science, as regards the content it will 
brmg to light and the forms it will assume in the 


course of its progress, will not be what is primarily 
imagined by leadmg the 
to the level of science: i 
tooPfromTestabh^ing and laymg the foundations of 
science; and anyway somethmg else than the sort of 


unscientific consciousness up 
t will be something different. 
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ec static enthusiasm which starts straigh t off 
a bsolute knowle dge, and 

ina jres shor t-SEork-of other points of view siinpl :;^Jbv 
e xnlaitimg that it is to take no notice of- tbem. 

The task of conductmg the i ndividual miri d from its 
unscie ntific standpoint t o that of s cience had to 
tak^in its ge neral sen se; we had to contemplate the 
formativu~d.eveIo'pmen t (Bildunq ) of the universal [or 
^neral] indr^dualT^ self-conscious spirit. As to the 
relation between these two [the particular and general 
individual], every moment, as it gams concrete form 
and its own proper shape and appearance, finds a place 
in the life of the u niversal individual . The particular 
mdividual is inc omplete mind , a concrete shape in 
whose existence, taken as a whole, one determmate 
characteristic predominates, while the others are found 
only in blurr ed— Quthne. In that mind which stands 
higher than another the lower concrete tornLjotjexist- 
ence ha s...mmk— into— an--obseure-“mciment; what was 
formerly a n objective ia,Qt^Ji^diR..8ach &..sdhst) is now 
only a single trac e: its definite shape has been ygiled, 
and become simply a piece o L shading. The individual, 
whose substance is mind at the higher level , passes 
vthrough thes e past f orms, much in the way that one 
Who t akes up a hkhfiR--acienfifi„gDfi^thrQ.u 

inade his own, m order to call up t heir con tent before 
him: he brmgs back the r ecollection of th em without 
fctoppmg to fix his interest upon them . The particular 
indi^dual, so far as content is concerned, has also to 
goffihrom gh the stages through which the g eneral mmd 
w’ ^as passed , but as shapes once assumed by mind and 
now laid aside, as stages of a road which has been 
worked over and levelled ou t. , Hence it is that, in 
tbe caseof vario us kinds of knowledge , we find that 
rt what in fo rmer days occupied the energies of ine n of 
\mature ment^abihty smks to the levd of informatimi, 
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exercises, and even pastimes, for cMldren; and in this 
I educational progress , we can see the Mst pry ._of_iilie 
i world ’s c ulture_ dglineated in famt puthne. Tins by- 
^gone mode of existence has already. become an a cquired 
•possession of .the general mind , which constitutes tho 
substance of the mdmdual, and, by thus appearmg 
extealaIly-.±aJum^Jlam■ahea^hls„lnQrganlc..^n In 
this respect c ulture or develQ'pm.entu^f .mmd 
regarded from the side of the individual, consists in 
his acquiring whatjies^ at his hand ready for him, in 
making its i norganic nature organic to him self, and 
takmg poss ession of it for himse lf. Looked at, however, 
from the side of universal m i nd qua general spirit ual 
s ubstance, culture means nothing else than that this 
su bstance give a.JilafiIlits-XLwm.se]£-cons cious n^s. brings 
about its,, own inherent process . and its own reflection 
i nto seU — 

- Science lays before us the morph oge netic proce ss ..of 
this cultural develop ment-m aU its detailed fuUness 
and necessity, and at the same time shows it to be 


something that has aheadv sunk in t o the mmd_as a 
moment of its bemg and become a -p ossession of myid. 

• The goal to be reached is the mmd’s_ insight into what 
i fepwuig-is. Impatience asks for the impossible, wants 
t o rea ehd^he-^toaLw^ the me ans of gettiu g tbe m. 
Thp-lfength of the journey has to be borne withj.Jo]i, 
jf byery moment is.,ne c essaryj. and again we m ust halt 
every stage, for each is itself a comple tmindividua.l 
>: fQrm, and is fully and finally considered only so far as 
/its determin ate character is ta ken ^d deal;^ -vnth as 
i a rounded and concrete _-w hQleI or only so’" far as the 
[whole is looked at m the light o f the specia.l a,n d 
r chara jQ.tfiiL. which ^Js determination gives it. 
e the substance of individual mmd, nay, more, 
^%e miiversal mind at work m the world 
^as 'hM~The patience to go through these 


forms ihH telpng stretch of Time’s extent , and to take 
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where it bodied forth in each form the entire content 
of itself, each is capable of presentmg it; and because 
by nothing less could that a]l-perva( ^g mind ever 
manage to become conscious of what itself jis — ^for that 
reason, the individual mind, in-i ihe nature of the ca se, 
can not expect by less toil to gras p w hat its own sub - 
stance contains . All the same, its task has meanwhile 
been made much lighter, because this ha s historica lly 
been imphcitly (an sich) accomplished , the content Ts 
one where reali^ ia_already-.-ca ncelIed for spiritua l 
p ossibilities, where i mmediacy h as-liee n- overcom e and 
brought j inder the control of .r eflection, the various 
form s and shapes have been already reduced to their 
mtelle ctual abbreviations , to deter rmnat rQnS-.Qf-thQuST’ 
T UeSi^lcmbesUmmuna ) pure and simp le. Bemg now a 
thought, the content is tEe’^K^rty of th£L.siibst.ariLC.e 
of mind ; exi stence has no mor e. to b^-ishauged-into-the 
form of what i s mhe rent andjmplicit {Ansichs&ins), but 
only the implicit — ^no longer merely something primi- 
tive, nor lying hidden withm existence, but already 
•p resent a.^a_ reGCillfi£5±ion — ^mto the form of what is 
explici t, of what i^objective ±a,aelf {Furs%chse%ns). 

We have to state more exactly the way this is done. 
At the pomt at which we here take up this movement, 
►we ^erupared, m connexion with the whole, t he pro ^ 
e^s of canc elling and trans cendmg the stage of mere 
, exist'e ncellThis process has already taken place, Wh^t 
lS"'gtiII''t6 be done and needs a higher kmd of transl*^ 
mation, is to tr anscend the, forma .a s-ideallv^pre^ 

^d made famihar to our mind s. By that pji 
negative~process, existence, ha’vmg been 
into the mind’s substance, is, m the firs^?' 
transferred to the life of self only in ai^' 
way. The property the self has thereby ? 
s tHl the same character of uncomprehen^ 
of passim— iadrEference, which exisir" 
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l existence has m this way merely passed into the fo r^ 
|of an ideal presentati on. At the same time, by so doing, 
it is somethmg f amiliar to ns, something ‘IffiglldmoMsi”, 
somethmg which the exis tent mind has finished and 
d one with, and hence takes no more to do with and 
^ further interes t in. While the activity that is done 
with the existent is itself merely the, prQcess,.o£ the 
particular mind , of mind which is not comprehending 
itself, on the other hand, k mwledge i s directed against 
this i^eal pres entation which ha s her eby arisen, against 
"this ‘ ‘h eing^amil ^r’ ’ and “well-known ” ; it is an aetion 
o f universal mind, the cnnceru of thnu^.t. 

What IS ‘ ‘f amiliarly ■kn ownl’ is no t properly kn own, 
j ust for the reason that it is “famihar”. When engaged 
in the process of knowin g, it is the commonest form 
of s ^-decepti QjL-and a deception of other people as 
well, to assume some^ing_ to be familiar, and give 
as sent to it on th at very accoun t. Knowledge of that 
sort, with all its talk, never get s from the spot, hut 
has no idea that this i3._thEu;ase. Subject and object, 
and so on, God, nature, understanding, sensibihty, etc., 
are uncritically pre supposed-as^amihar-and-gomethqng 
' yaM,- and become fixed p oints, from which to start 


and to which J a_£eturn. The process of knowing flits 
between these secure points, and in consequence goes 
on merely along the surf ace. Apprehendmg and proving 
t consist simlarfyln seeing whether every one finds what 


said corresponding to his idea too, whether it is 
^b ^uhar and s^ms to him so and so or not. 

*Klysis of an idea, as it used to be carried out, did 
^^consist in nothing else than doing away with its 
^ of JamjJiaaty. To break up an idea into its 
wi^ements means returnmg upon its moments, 
■ ®ast do not have the form of the given idea 
\j)ut are the immediate property of the 
■^this analysis only arrives at thoughts 


■pelves familiar elements, fixed inert 

% 
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determinations. But what is thus separated, and in a 
sense is unreal, is itseh ai^msentialjtnQinent; for just 
because the C 5 nfirete--fact--is-_self=dmded, and turns 
into unreaht y, it is something self - moving , se]f-a,nt,iy pi. 
The acti on of senaratmg the elements,AS-the--ex-ercise , 
o F^e force .- of. -Ilnderstandmg. the mosF astonishing, 
and gre atest of all pow ers, or rather th e ab s olu te power. 
The circle, which is self-enclosed and at rest, and, qua 
substance, holds its own moments, is an i mmedi ate 
relation.jb he imm ediate. CQntmuou su:elati£jinfjelemerLts 
with their un ity, and hence .arouses n o se nse of wonder- 
ment. But that an accident as such, when cut loose 
from its containing circumference, — ^that what is bound 
and held by something else and actual only by being 
connected with hi, — should obtain an existence aU its 
own, ga in freedom and independniLQe_.jaL 
account — this is the p ortentous powe r of the negative; 
it IS the en ergy of thoug ht, of ..pure ego Beath, as we ' 
may call that unreality, is the most terrible thing,_/ 
and t o keep and holdiasl what is dead demands, the 
greatest force of al l. Beauty, powerless and helpless, 
hates understandmg, because the latter exacts from it 
what it cannot perform.^ But the life of mmd is not 
one that shuns death. and_keeps .cl ear .of destcuokon; 
i t endures death and in death maintains its being. It 
omy wins to its trut h w hen it finds itself .utterly ^torn 
asiinderZT r"is~" this rgighty po-srer, not by being a 
positive which turns away from the negative, as when 
we say of anything it is nothing or it is false, and, 
being then done with it, pass off to something else: 
on the contrarjj-, mind is this power only b y lopbmg \ 
the negativ e in thF T^a, and dwelling. with« it. This ! 
dwellmg besid e it i s the .magicjp:!Ker Jhat-nonvegts 
the negative into~16ein g. That power is just what we 
spoke of above a Fsubl ect^whinhJDy-giving-deteg^^ 
ness a place in its substance, cancels abstract immediac y. 

^ This IS directed agamst Novalis and the cult of beauty 
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i.e. immediac y which merely %s, and, by: so_doiiig, .be- 
comes the true sub stanc^e, beco:^s being or im mediacy 
i {Eaf~Hoes not baye mediatio n out side it, but is ^is 
I miedlation .itseEtr 

’~This process of making what is Qb.p ctively presented 
a, jjf ^Bssinn oL.pur e-.Sfi K-consciousnes s. of raising it to 
the le wel of uniYersahtyin.general, is merely one aspect 
of mgntol develop ment ; spiritoal. evolutioinis not yot 
com pleted,.^ The manner of study in ancient times is 
distinct from that of the modern world, in that the 
former consisted m the cultivation and perfecting jQf 
the natural_ jnmd. Testmg life carefully at all pomts, 
p hdo sopbiz m g-uJaca it everything it came across, the 
former created an experiejica^iermeated. through .and 
through by uniye rsals. In modern times, however, an 
individual finds th e abstract form ready made. In 
straining to grasp it and make it his own, he rather 
strives to brmg forward the inner meanmg alone, with- 
out any process "bf jmediation ; the production of the 
universal is abridged, instead of the universal arising 
out of the m^jfold-dktaoLof concrete- existence Hence 
nowadays the task before us consists not so much in 
gettmg th^n^_viduaJ._clear_of the stage of sensuous 
i mmediac y, and makmg him a siibstancaJihat thinks 
aj^d IS grasped m t erms of th ough t, but rather the 
very opposite; it consists m a ctu ahzmg the uniyer^l, 
Jand gi ving it spiri ;§ial.jaiia!!^, by the process ^^pf 
'"'^aking^wn and si^erseding ^cd. and determinate 
t^aapits. Biinris'ihuch more Hifficult tb make' fixed 
and definite thoughts fuse with one another and form 
ajcoiitiiuousjwhnle than .tp,.bring_BfinS-P^^ 
mtQjbtus-atate. The reason hes in what was said before. 
/Thought determ mations_get t heiiL-siib£tance-an4-4he 
element of their existence fr o m the ego , the pow©®-©£_ 
t Ee negati m--ur jmireu:eali^ wEnT^ermmations of 
s ense, find this in im potent abstract immediacy , in 
mere being as such . Thoughts become fluent and inter- 
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fHse^-wJien thinlgng pure aacLsimpJe, this inner mime-* 
diaLQjTjJmows itself aa_a^moment»_^hen_pure certaiaty 
ol self abs tracts from itself. It does not “abstract’ in 
the sense of getting _awayL from. itsfiH and setting itself 
oi^ne-side, but of surrendering the fixed quality joJ 
itself affirm atio n, and giving up both the.fixity of the 
pu rely concrete — ^which is the ego a s contrasted with 
the varie ty of its conte nt — -and the fixity of all thgsg 
dist inc tion s [the various thought-functions, principles, 
etc.] which are present inLthe.ele_ment pf.pure thojight 
and^ shar e that a bs oluteness o f the eg o. In virtue of 
this process p ure thoughts become n otions, concepts, 
a nd are then w h at they a re in truth, self-mo ving 
fun ctions, circle s, are_ what t heir substanee„jC£msis±s 
m^ are jpmtual entit ies, 

This movement of the spiritua l entities constitutes 
the natur e of scientific procedure in gene ral. Looked 
at as the concatenation of , their con ten t, this move- 
ment IS the necessitated. develo pment and e xpansion 
of that content mto an organic .system atic whole. By 
this movement, too, the road, which leads to the notion 
of knowledge, becomes itself likevdse a necess aiy-ajnd 
co mplete evolving process (Wer den). This preparatory 
stage thus ceases to consist of c asual philosophica,j_ 
reflections, referrmg to objects here and there, to pjro- 
cesses and thoughts of. the.undeYelop_ed mind as chance 
may direct; and it does not try to establish the truth 
b;^miscellaneous_ratiocmatipns, inferences, and-conse- 
que nces drawn fr.om.cimiLnaaciabed~thoughts. The road 
to science, by the very movement of the notion itself, 
wfil compass the entire objective world of conscious 
Me in its r a'tlodarnecess ity; " ^ ‘ ' 

Fufffier, a systema tic exposition like this constitutes 
1 the first pa.rt.j3f-smen-c,p,/ because the positive existence 
|of mmd, qua pr imary and ultim ate, is nothing but 
[ithe immedialeaspeot of mmd, the b egmniag; the 

^ V, note p 88. 
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''beginnmgjjbut not_y^_its return to itseU. The charac- 
toiitic feature distmguishmg this part of science 
I l^henomenology] from the others is the element of 
Ijpositive immedia te e xis ten ce. The mention of this 
'-'diitinctioh leads us to discuss certam established ideas 
that usually come to notice in this connexion. 

Th e mind’s imm ediate-existeace. conseious-life, has 
t wo aspects— co gnitio n and objeotiTi ty which is op- 
posed to~or n egative o f ^the -subjective - £ungtion_of 
knowi ng, Smce it is in the medium of consciousness 
that mind_is_jieveloped and brmgs out its various 
moments, this opposition between the factors^ of con - 
scious life is fo und at each stage in the evolution of 
mind, and aU the various moments appear as modes 
or for^ ( Oest alten) of pon^iPusness. The scientific , 
statement of the course of this development is a 
sci ence of the e xj3eEi6nce--thraugh. which- consciausness 
pa^es_i.the substance and its process are considered 
as the o bject of c o nscious ness. Consciousness knows 
and comprehends nothmg bu t what falls within its 
e xperien ce; for what is found in exp erie nce is merely 
spiritual substan ce, and, moreover, object of its. self. 
Mi nd, however, be comes obje ct.,. for it^onsists-iir^the 
p rocess of becommg an other iCL itself, i.e. an object, 
for its own self, and m trai^ending this othenmss. * 
And experience is called this very process by which 
the ele men t. J±Lat.,-is ..i mmediate., un experienaed. -i.e. j 
abstract — ^whether it be in the form of sense- or of af 
bareJ;..houjdit.^ xternahz ea-itseIf. and the n co mes bac^ 
to itseh from .this state of estrangeme nt, and by so 
domg IS at length^aej foiilu 3 i ' 

real truth, and becomes too a.pflsses8iQ,n..oLcoascious-' 
ness._ 

"The dissimilarity which obtams in consciousness 
between the ego and the substance constitutmg its 
^object, is €EerrTim CT "^disfmcfibn , f he fact or of nega- 
'| tivity in gene raL We'miay’regard it as the~defect of 
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both opposites, but it is their ver y soul, t heir rn nyitig 
spirit. It was on this account that certain thinkers^ 
long ago took the void to be the princ iple of moYemen t. 
when they conceived the moving prmciple to be the 
negative e lement, though they had not as yet thought 
of it as self. While this negaiiye-lactQr.appears in the 
first- instance as aLj,LSMnularjl!y,__m_an_ ine_quahty,* 
bet:Kfien_figo__andL_Qbj£ct, it is just as much the in- 
equality of the su bst ance with itself. What seems to 
take place outside it, to be an activity directed agamst 
it, IS its own doing , , its own act ivity ; and s ubsta nce 
shows t hat it is in reality subject. When it has brought 
out 'this completely, mind has made its e xistence 
adequate to and one with its^ e ssen tial, naiur^Mind 
IS object to itself just as it i<Sj_and the abstract element 
of immediacy, o f the separation between knowi ng, and 
I th e tru th, is overcome. Being, Jis._^entirely_mfi,diated; 
i ^is a su bstan tia l conten t, that is hkewise directly in 
the po ssession of the eg o, has the ch aracter of self, is 
notion jyith the attamment of this theJPhenomenology 
of Mind co ncludes. What mmd prepares for itself in 
the course of its phenomenology is t he element of true 
knowledge. In this element the mom ents of mind are 
‘now seiTdut in the form of though t ^re and sirn^, 
which knows its' Qbiec£.dioJbe~i,tself. They no longer 
mvolve the opposition between be ing and knowmg, i 
they remam within the„ undiYided^simphcLty -ol. t^e 
knowing fun ction, they are the tru th m th^fpnn of 
truth, and their diversity is merely diver sity of ^e 
content of . truth. T he process bv wh ich .they^are 
d ^dioped into an organically connected whole is Logic 
br Speculative Philosop hy. 

'*!N’ow,~~15eca^e the systematic statement of the 
mmd’s experience embraces merely its w ays of appea r? 
i^,_ it may well seem that the a dvance from tha£±o 
bhe science of ultimate truth m the form of truth is 


^ Leucippdus and Democritus. 
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merely n egativ e L-aaid we might readily be content to 
dispense with the negative-process as something alto- 
gether and might ask to be taken straight to 

the truth -at DiLOei whji meddle witL_wl^t is false at 
aU? "The pomt formerly raised, that we should have 
begun with scie nce at once , may be answered here by 
considering the_^ character of negativity m genial 
regarded. aa_^_oniSHing lalse The usual ideas on this 
subject particularly obstru c t th e approach., J;p_ the 
teuth. The consideration of this point will give us an 
opportunity to speak about math emat i cal k now ledg e, 
which non-philosophicarknowledge look^ upon as.Jthe 
^al whicI pphiLosophy^ough t to try t o attain, but has 
so far striven to reach. 

Troth j,nd,fal§fihood.as commonly understood belong 
to thos e shar ply definedideas wluclL-claim_a. completely 
fi x ed nature of their own, one standing m sohd isolation^- 
on t his sidoj ffie othSr'on that, without_any commujiity 
between thern^^gamst that view it must be pointed 
ouTrtfiaTtr ^h is not like stamped _com^ that is issued 
.-ready from the mint and so can be taken up and- used. 
Nor,' again, is t^re some thing. .false, any more than 
[there is somethmg evd. Evil and falsehood are indeed 
iiidt so 3agras~'the^ evil. for m the form of the devil 
(they get the ]ei]gth_gi3®ing..particular subjects; qua 
false an d evil they are-merely -universals, though they 
have a nature of their o.wn .with reference .to__ one 
another. T^lsity (that is what we are dealmg with 
here) would ^Qjqiherness, the n ^ativ e aspect of-ihe 
s ^stanc e. which [substance], qua conte nt of-know- 
il gdge, . ig.Jjaitlu- But the substance is itself essentially 
the negative element, partly as involving distinction 
and determination of content, partly as heing-a-pro(S©ss 
of distm guishmg pure and simp le. i.e. as being self 
ahST knowledge in general. Doubtl ess we can know m 
a wa y that,is false. To know something f alsely means 
^ Cp Lessmg, Nathan der IV 6 (L ) 
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( that knowledge is not ade quate to,., is^jaat ^on_equaL 
terms with, it s , substan ce. Yet this very dissimilarity 
IS the process o f distinctio n in general, the essential 
momen t itl kimmog. It is, in fact, out of this active 
distinction t haiLitS-harmonlous jinityLitrisgs, and this 
i denti t y, when airrivAd...a.t.Js--truth. But it is not truth 
in a sense which wou ld inv olve the rei ection _„flL_the 
discordance , th e div ersity, like dross,.from-pure-metal ; 
nor, again, doe s truth remain deta ched from diversity. 
jike a fi nished ar ticle, f rom the ms trument that shap es 
it. Biffereu ce itself iiQntin.ufis._ta- he—an— immediate 
\ element withm truth as such , m the form of the prm- 
cip.e of negati on, in t he f orm ul-th© activitry-of-Self. 
’MYEeTaiaerwe cannot for that reason say thatialsfci 
hood IS a m oment-or-4orms- even-a-iionstituent-part 
o f truth. That “m eve ry c ase of falsity there is some- 
thing true ” is an expression m which they are taken 
to he like oil an d water , which do not mix_and are 
merely united externally. Just m the mterest of their 
real meamng, precisely because we want to designate 
t he aspect or moment of .complete otherness, the terms 
true and false must no longer be used where their 
otherness has been cancelled and supersede. Just as 
'the 'expressibns^'“unity ' of subject and object”, of 
“ finite and infinite”, of “bemg and thought”, etc., are 
clumsy when subject„and object, jetc.^ are takgn to 
mean what they &ve^ouf3%de their umty, and are thus 
mThatjinity.not meant to be what its very expr^sion 
c pnvey s ; in the same way falsehood is not, qjm f alse , 
any longer a^oment of truth. 

"IlQ gmatism as a way of thinkmg, whether in ordmary 
kno^dedge or in the study of philosophy, is nothing 
else But the view tha tjtruth cons ists m a, proposition, 
^p^icb is a fixed aud fina L-cesult. or again which is 
jdnectly kno^ro. To questions like, “When was Caesar 
B,OTrrrC~"^Ho w many feet make, a furlon g?”, etc., a 
straight answer ou^t to be giye n; just as it is abso- 
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Jutely true that the^sgimrejof ^he^hypotenuse is_ecLual 
to the sum of the squar es o f the othe r two sides o f a 
rig^hP'angI^_trmngle. But the nature of a .so-cal led 
troth” of that_sort is__difEerent from the natu re_pf 
•philosophi caLtruth. 

As regards truth in matter.a.._Ql4iist orica l fact — ^to 
deal briefly with this subject — ^so far as we consider 
the pnreljdaistor-iGal-element, it will be readily granted 
that they ha re to do with th e sp here of . particula r 
eisfetencg^ith a content in its coidiingfint.and arbitrary 
asp ects, features that have^o.nocesaity. But even bare 
t ruths oLthe kind, say, like those mentioned, are im- 
po ssible without the activity of self-co nsciousness. In 
order to know any one of them, there has to be a good 
.deal of ^comparison, books mustJae consult ed, or in 
some way or o ther inquiry has tpjie made. Even in 
a case of direct,pfirce;^iQn, only when we know it along 
with th e_ reasons be hind it, is it held to be something 
of reah -value.; although it is merely the naked fact 
i tseh t hat we are, properly speaking, supposed ta be 
c oncerned about. 

As to ma themat ic al tru ths, we should be stiU less 
inclined to c ons ider _any one a geometer who had got 
Euchd’s th^ems.by heart {miswmdig) without know- 
ing the -proofs^ without, if we may say so by way 
of contrast, ge tting thg m-dnto -^hl:&-■head--(-^a^^^e»^^q). 
Similarly, if anyone came to know by measuring many 
right-angled triangles that their sides are related m 
the way everybody knows, we should regard know- 
ledge so obtained as unsatisfactory. All the same, while 
proof is essential m the case of mathematical know- 
ledge, it still does not have the significance and nature 
of bemg a moment in the result itself; the proof is 
over when we get the result, and has disappeared. 
Qua result the theorem is, no doubt, one that is seen 
to be true. But this eventuality has nothmg to do with 
its content, but only with its relation to the knowing 
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subject. The process of mathematical proof does not 
belong to the object; it is a function that takes place 
outside the matter in hand. Thus, the nature of a 
right-angled triangle does not break itself up into 
factors in the manner set forth in the mathematical 
construction which is required to prove the proposition 
expressing the relation of its parts. The entire process 
of producing the result is an affair of knowledge which 
takes its own way of gomg about it. In philosophical 
knowledge, too, the way existence, qua existence, 
comes about {Werden) is different from that whereby 
the essence or mner nature of the fact comes into being. 
But philosophical knowledge, for one thmg, contains 
both, while mathematical knowledge sets forth merely 
the way an existence comes about, i e. the way the 
nature of the fact gets to he in the sphere of know- 
ledge as such. For another thing, too, philosophical 
knowledge unites both these particular movements. 
The inward rismg into being, the process of substance, 
IS an unbroken transition into outwardness, into 
existence or bemg for another; and conversely, the 
commg of existence into being is withdrawal into the 
inner essence. The movement is the twofold process 
in which the whole comes to be, and is such that each 
at the same time posits the other, and each on that 
account has in it both as its two aspects. Together 
they make the whole, through their resolving each other, 
and makmg themselves into moments of the whole. 

In mathematical knowledge the insight required is 
901 .external function so far as the subject-matter dealt 
with is concerned. It follows that the actual fact is 
thereby altered. The means taken, construction and 
proof, contam, no doubt, true propositions; but all 
the same we are bound to say that the content is 
false. The triangle in the above example is taken to 
pieces, and its parts made into other figures to which 
the construction in the triangle gives rise. It is only 



102 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

"at the end that we find again reinstated the triangle 
we are really concerned with; it was lost sight of m 
the course of the construction, and was present merely 
in fragments, that belonged to other wholes Thus we 
find negativity of content coming in here too, a nega- 
tivity which would have to be called falsity, just as 
much as in the case of the movement of the notion 
where thoughts that are taken to be fixed pass away 
and disappear. 

The real defect of this kind of knowledge, however, 
affects its process of knowing as much as its material. 
As to that process, in the first place we do not see any 
necessity m the construction. Tlie necessity does not 
arise from the nature of the theorem: it is imposed; 
and the mjunction to draw just these fines, an infinite 
number of others being eq[ually possible, is blindly 
acquiesced m, without our knowing anything further, 
except that, as we fondly believe, this will serve our 
purpose m produomg the proof. Later on this design 
then comes out too, and is therefore merely external 
in character, just because it is only after the proof is 
found that it comes to be known. In the same way, 
again, the proof takes a direction that begms any- 
where we like, without our knowing as yet what relation 
this beginning has to the result to be brought out. In 
its course, it takes up certam specific elements and 
relations and lets others alone, without its being 
directly obvious what necessity there is in the matter. 
An external purpose controls this process. 

The evidence peculiar to this defective way of know- 
ing — ^an evidence on the strength of which mathematics 
plumes itself and proudly struts before philosophy — 
rests solely on the poverty of its purpose and the 
defectiveness of its material, and is on that account 
of a kind that philosophy must scorn to have anythmg 
to do with. Its purpose or principle is quantity. This 
is precisely the relationship that is non-essential, alien 
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to the character of the notion. The process of know* 
ledge goes on, therefore, on the surface, does not affect 
the concrete fact itself, does not touch its inner nature 
or notion, and is hence not a conceptual way of com- 
prehending. The material which provides mathematics 
with these welcome treasures of truth consists of space 
and numerical units {das Ems). Space is that kmd of 
existence wherem the concrete notion mscrihes the 
diversity it contains, as m an empty, lifeless element 
m which its differences likewise subsist m passive, life- 
less form. What is concretely actual is not somethmg 
spatial, such as is treated of in mathematics. With 
unrealities like the thmgs mathematics takes account 
of, neither concrete sensuous perception nor philosophy 
has anything to do. In an unreal element of that sort 
we find, then, only unreal truth, fixed lifeless propo- 
sitions. We can call a halt at any of them; the next 
begins of itself de novo, without the first havmg led 
up to the one that follows, and without any necessary 
connexion havmg in this way arisen from the nature 
of the subject-matter itself. So, too — and herem con- 
sists the formal character of mathematical evidence — 
because of that prmciple and the element where it 
applies, knowledge advances along the Imes of bare 
equality, of abstract identity. For what is lifeless, not 
being self-moved, does not brmg about distmction 
within its essential nature; does not attam to essential 
opposition or unlikeness; and hence involves no tran- 
sition of one opposite element into its other, no 
qualitative, immanent movement, no sel/-movement, 
It is quantity, a form of difference that does not touch? 
the essential nature, which alone mathematics deals 
with. It abstracts from the fact that it is the notion 
which separates space into its dimensions, and deter- 
m Tri es the connexions between them and m them. 
It does not consider, for example, the relation of hue 
to surface, and when it compares the diameter of a 
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circle with its circumference, it runs up against their 
incommensurability, i e. a relation in terms of the 
notion, an infinite element, that escapes mathematical 
determination. 

Immanent or so-called pure mathematics, again, does 
not oppose time qua time to space, as a second subject- 
matter for consideration. Applied mathematics, no 
doubt, treats of time, as also of motion, and other 
concrete things as well, but it picks up from experi- 
enee^'synthetic^ propositions — ^i.e. statements of their 
relations, which are determined by their conceptual 
nature — and merely applies its formulae to those pro- 
positions assumed to start with. That the so-called 
proofs of propositions like that concerning the equili- 
brium of the lever, the relation of space and time in 
gravitation, etc., which apphed mathematics freq[uently 
gives, should be taken and given as proofs, is itself 
merely a proof of how great the need is for knowledge 
to have a process of proof, seeing that, even where 
proof IS not to be had, knowledge yet puts a value on 
the mere semblance of it, and gets thereby a certam 
sense of satisfaction. A criticism of those proofs would 
be as instructive as it would be significant, if the 
criticism could strip mathematics of this artificial 
finery, and brmg out its limitations, and^^Uience show 
, the necessity for another type of knowledge, 
s As to time, which, it is to be presumed, would, by 
way of the counterpart to space, constitute the object- 
matter of the other division of pure mathematics, this 
is the notion itself in the form of existence. The prin- 
ciple of quantity, of difference which is not determmed 
by the notion, and the principle of equality, of abstract, 
lifeless unity, are mcapable of dealing with that sheer 
restlessness of hfe and its absolute and inherent process 
of differentiation. It is therefore only in an arrested, 
paralysed form, only in the form of the quantitative 
unit, that this essentially negative activity becomes 
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the second object-matter of this way of knowing, 
which, itself an external operation, degrades what is 
self-movmg to the level of mere matter, in order thus 
to get an indifferent, external, lifeless content. 

Philosophy, on the contrary, does not deal with a 
determination that is non-essential, but with a deter- 
mination so far as it is an essential factor. The abstract 
or unreal is not its element and content, but the real, 
what IS self-establishmg, has life within itself, existence 
_ in its very notion. It is the process that creates its own 
moments in its course, and goes through them all ; and 
the whole of this movement constitutes its positive 
content and its truth. This movement includes, there- 
fore, withm it the negative factor as well, the element 
which would be named falsity if it could be considered 
one from which we had to abstract. The element that 
disappears has rather to be looked at as itself essential, 
"'Unotjn the sense of being something fixed, that has to 
’ off from truth and allowed to he outside it, 

t knows where; just as similarly the truth is not 
leld to stand on the other side as an immovable 
positive element. Appearance is the process of 
\ into being and passing away again, a process 
^ iself does not arise and does not pass away, but 
fee, and constitutes reality and the life-movement 
|th. The truth is thus the bacchanalian revel, 

I not a member is sober; and because every 
ter no sooner becomes detached than it eo ipso 
|ies straightway, the revel is ]ust as much a state 
%sparent unbroken calm. Judged by that move- 
'"^the particular shapes which mind assumes do 
^ideed subsist any more than do determinate 
^ts or ideas , but they are, all the same, as much 
re and necessary moments, as negative and tran- 
In the entirety of the movement, taken as an 
,ien quiescent whole, that which obtaips distmct- 
1 the course of its process and secures specific 
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existence, is preserved in the form of a self -recollection, 
in -which existence is self-knowledge, and self-know- 
ledge, again, is immediate existence. 

It might well seem necessary to state at the outset 
the chief points in connexion with the method of this 
process, the way in which science operates. Its nature, 
however, is to be found in what has already been said, 
while the proper systematic exposition of it is the 
special business of Logic, or rather is Logic itself. For 
the method is nothing else than the structure of the^ 
whole in its pure and essential form. In regard, how- 
ever, to what has been hitherto currently held on this 
point, we must be sensible that the system of ideas 
bearing on the question of philosophical method, belongs 
also to a stage of mental culture that has now passed 
away This may perhaps seem somewhat boastful or 
revolutionary; and I am far from adoptmg an attitude 
of that sort; but it is significant that the sci enti fife-- 
r4gime bequeathed by mathematics — & regime » where 
planations, divisions, axioms, an array of thedue on 
■with proofs, prmciples, and the consequences antertam 
elusions drawn from them — all this has already would 
to be generally considered as at any rate out of if the 
Even though there is no clear idea why it is unsuctificial 
yet little or no use is made of it any longer; ance show 
though it is not condemned outright, it is all the 
not in favour. And we must be so far prejudiild, by 
favour of what is excellent to believe that it caDbject- 
itseH to practical account, and make itself access, this 
But it IS not difficult to see that the method ce prin- 
poundmg a proposition, produemg reasons for rmined 
then refuting its opposite by reasons too, is ncstract, 
form in which truth can appear. Truth movest sheer 
by its very nature; but the method Just mentioprocess 
a 'form of knowledge external to its material, ‘rested, 
it is peculiar to mathematics and must be Ifitative 
mathematics, which, as already indicated, takecomes 
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its principle the relation of quantity, a relation alien 
to the notion, and gets its material from lifeless space, 
and the equally lifeless numerical unit Or, agam, such 
method, adopting a freer style, one mvolving more 
arbitrarmess and chance, may have a place in ordi- 
ry life, m a conversation, or in supplymg matter-of- 
!t instruction for the satisfaction of curiosity rather 
m knowledge, very much as a preface does. In 
^^ry-day life the mind finds its content m different 
knowledge, experiences of various sorts, con- 
^fects of sense, thoughts, too, and prmciples, and, 
■eral, m whatever lies ready to hand, or passes 
solid stable entity, or real bemg. The mind 
H wherever this leads, sometimes interrupting the 
JBkion by an unrestrained caprice in deahng with 
^'ffiRtent, and takes up the attitude of determining 
Randkng it m quite an external fashion. It runs 
^^ntent back to some touchstone of certamty or 
"*feven though it be but the feeling of the moment; 

g ntion IS satisfied if it reaches some familiar 

iiCe. 

necessity of the notion banishes from 
prppcdurc of the “raisounementb'’ 


the pedantic style of 
as wc have already 
imed,-na5i^^'nnt bg- ua:ken^byi%e disconnected 
.ace of presageful surmise aiiT^iration, and 
^bltrary caprice of prophetic^^^^^c^for this 
|ol merely despise that naEtiaula .v>g^i^^iS f scien- 

ofocodure, but contemns '»®:^^^^gi:ocedure 

that the triphcity, adopted in th?%stem of 
|-a method rediscovered, to begm with, by m- 
Fe insight, but left lifeless and uncomprehended 
keen raised to its significance as an absolute 
1, true form is th ereby set up m its true content, 
B conception of science has come to hght. But 
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t'h.e use this form has been put to m certain quarters 
has no right to the name of science.. For we see it 
there reduced to a lifeless schema, to nothing better 
than a mere shadow, and scientific organization tq 
synoptic table. This formalism — about which we sp 
before m general terms, and whose procedure we w] 
here to state more fully — ^thmks it has comprehem 
and expressed the nature and life of a given form w. 
it proclaims a determination of the schema to be, 
predicate. The predicate may be subjectivity or 
tmty, or again magnetism, electricity, and so 
traction or expansion. East or West, and such x, 
form of predication that can be multiplied indefi^ 
because according to this way of working each 
mination, each mode, can be applied as a- fc_ 
schematic element m the case of every other, an ^ 
will thankfully perform the same service for any 
i With a circle of reciprocities of this sort it is 
to make out what the real fact in question is, ,or 
the one or the other is. We find there sometiBai 
stituents of sense picked up from ordinary^'* 
determmate elements which to be su' " 
something else than they say, ■' ' ' 
mherently significant, 

direct intuition (Anschauung) — ^which means her 
knowledge — ^is predicated in accordance with a, 
ficial analogy, and this external and empty app 
of the formula is called “construction”. Thesam|| 
happens here, however, as m the case of eve; 
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of formalism. A man’s head must be indeed dull if he 
could not m a quarter of an hour get up the theory^ 
that there are enervating, innervating, and indirectly 
enervating diseases and as many cures, and who could 
not — smce not so long ago instruction of that sort 
sufi&ced for the purpose — ^in as short a time be turned 
from bemg a man who works by rule of thumb into a 
theoretical physician. Formalism in the case of specu- , 
l^ive Philosophy of Kature {NatnrpTnlosophie) takes 
the shape of teaching that understanding is electricity* 
animals are nitrogen, or equivalent to South or North 
and so on. When it does this, whether as badly as it 
IS here expressed or even concocted with more ter- 
minology, such forceful procedure brings and holds 
together elements to all appearance far removed from 
one another, the violence done to stable inert sense- 
elements by connecting them in this way, confers on 
them merely the semblance of a conceptual unity, and 
spares itself the trouble of domg what is after all the 
important thing — expressing the notion itself, the 
meanmg that underlies sense-ideas. AH this sort of 
thing may strike anyone who has no experience with 
admiration and wonder. He may be awed by the pro- 
found genius he thmks it displays, and be delighted 
at the happy ingenuity of such characterizations, since 
they fill the place of the abstract notion with some- 
thmg tangible and sensuous, and so make it more 
pleasmg, and he may congratulate himself on feelmg 
an mstinctive mental affimty for that glorious way of 
proceeding. The trick of wisdom of that sort is as 
quickly acquired as it is easy to practise. Its repetition, 
when once it is famihar, becomes as boring as the 
repetition of any bit of sleight-of-hand once we see 
through it. The instrument for producing this mono- 
tonous formalism is no more difficult to handle^ than 
the p^efte of a painter, on which lie only two colours, 

^ Cp John Brown, Elementa medic%naey 1780 (L ) 
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say red and green, the former for colouring the surface 
when we want a historical piece, the latter when we 
want a bit of landscape. It would be difficult to settle 
which IS greater in aU this, the agreeable ease with 
which everything in heaven and earth and under the 
earth is plastered with that botch of colour, or the 
conceit that prides itself on the excellence of its means 
for every conceivable purpose; the one lends support 
to the other. What results from the use of this method 
of sticking on to everything in heaven and earth, to 
every kmd of shape and form, natural and spiritual, 
the pair of determinations from the general schema, 
and filing everything in this manner, is no less than 
an “account as clear as noonday” ^ of the organized 
whole of the universe. It is, that is to say, a synoptic 
mdex, like a skeleton with tickets stuck all over it, 
or like the rows of boxes kept shut and labelled in a 
grocer’s stall; and is as intelligible as either the one 
or the other. It has lost hold of the living nature of 
concrete fact; just as in the former case we have 
merely dry bones with flesh and blood all gone, and m 
the latter, there is shut away in those boxes something 
equally lifeless too. We have already remarked that the 
final outcome of this style of thinkmg is, at the same 
time, topamt entirely m one kmd of colour, for it turns 
with contempt from the distinctions m the schematic 
table, looks on them as belongmg to the activity of 
mere reflection, and lets them drop out of sight in the 
void of the Absolute, and there reinstates pure identity, 
pure formless whiteness. Such uniformity of colouring 
in the schema with its lifeless determmations, this 
absolute identity, and the transition from one to the 
other — ^these are the one as well as the other, the 
expression of inert lifeless understanding, and equally 
an external process of knowledge. 

^ Expreasion adopted from Fichte’s “Sonnenklarer Bencht an das 
Publiknm uber das eigentliche Wesden der neuesten Philosophie 
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Not only can what is excellent not escape the fate 
of being thus devitalized and despiritnahzed and 
excoriated of seeing its skin paraded about by lifeless 
knowledge and the conceit such knowledge engenders, 
but rather, such a fate lets us realize the power the 
“excellent” exercises over the heart {Gemuth), if not 
over the mind {Qe%st). Moreover, we recognize thereby, 
too, the constructive unfolding into universality and 
determinateness of form which marks the complete 
attainment of excellence, and which alone makes it 
possible that this universality can be turned to super- 
ficial uses. 

Science can become an organic system only by the 
inhere nt life of the notion. In science the determinate- 
ness, which was taken from the schema and stuck 
on to existing facts in external fashion, is the seK- 
directing mner soul of the concrete content. The 
movement of what is partly consists m becoming 
another to itself, and thus developing explicitly into 
its ovm immanent content, partly, again, it takes this 
evolved content, this existence it assumes, back into 
itself, i.e. makes %tself into a moment, and reduces itself 
to simple determmateness. In the first stage of the pro- ' 
cess negativity lies m the function of distinguishing 
and establishing existence; m this latter return mto 
self, negativity consists m the brmgmg about of deter- 
mmate simplicity. It is m this way that the content 
shows its specific characteristic not to be received 
from something else, and stuck on externally; the 
content gives itself this determmate characteristic, 
appoints itself of its own initiative to the rank of a 
moment and to a place in the whole. The pigeon-hohng 
process of understandmg retains for itself the necessity 
and the notion controlling the content, that which 
constitutes the concrete element, the actuality and 
hvmg process of the subject-matter which it labels: 
or rather, understanding does not retain this for itself, 
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on the contrary, understanding fails to know it. For 
if it had as much insight as that, it would surely show 
that it had. It is not even aware of the need for such 
insight; if it were, it would diop its schematizing pro- 
cess, or at least would no longer he satisfied to know 
by way of a mere table of contents. A table of contents 
IS all that understandmg gives, the content itself it 
does not furnish at aU. 

If the specific determmation (say even one like 
magnetism) is one that in itself is concrete or actual, 
it all the same gets degraded into something lifeless and 
inert, since it is merely predicated of another existing 
entity, and not known as an immanent living principle 
of this existence, nor is there any comprehension of 
how m this entity its intrmsic and peculiar way of 
expressing and producing itself takes effect. Tins, the 
very kernel of the matter, formal understandmg leaves 
to others to add later on. Instead of making its way 
into the inherent content of the matter in hand, 
understandmg always takes a survey of the whole, 
assumes a position above the particular existence 
about which it is speakmg, i e it does not see it at all. 
True scientific knowledge, on the contrary, demands 
abandonment to the very life of the object, or, which 
means the same thing, claims to have before it the 
inner necessity controlling the object, and to express 
this only. Steeping itself in its object, it forgets to take 
that general survey, which is merely a turning of 
knowledge away from the content back into itself. 
But being sunk mto the material m hand, and following 
the course that such material takes, true knowledge 
returns back into itself, yet not before the content 
in its fullness is taken into itself, is reduced to the 
simplicity of bemg a determmate characteristic, drops 
to the level of bemg one aspect of an existmg entity, 
and passes over mto its higher truth. By this process 
the whole as such, surveymg its entire content, itself 
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emerges out of the wealth wherein its process of 
reflection seemed to he lost 

In general, in virtue of the principle that, as we 
expressed it before, substance is implicitly and in itself 
subject, all content makes its reflection into itself in 
its own special way. The subsistence or substance of 
an3d;hing that exists is its self -identity, for its want 
of identity, or oneness with itself, would be its d^g- 
solution. But self -identity is pure abstraction, 
this IS just thinkmg. When I say Quality, I st 
H determmateness , by means of its quality ' 
ice IS distmguished from another or is an “ex’ 

•',it IS for itself, something on its own accort 
sists with itself because of this simple chaf 
1 . But by doing so it is essentially Tliought.i. 

we find contamed the prmciple that Being 
-St. here is exercised that insight which usua^ 
deviate from the ordinary non-concept'f 
epeakmg of the identity of thought and ben*^ 

^ ^e, further, of the fact that subsistence on t- 

paiv^^ I'^flat exists IS self-identity or pure abstractly 
it IS the abstraction of itself from itself, m other woir 
IS itself its own want of identity with itself and disso^ 
tion— its own proper inwardness and retraction in 
self — ^its process of becommg, f. 

Owmg to the nature which benig thus has, and so f 
as what is has this nature from the pomt of viewir 
knowledge, this thinking is not an activity which trea^ 
the content as somethmg alien and external; it is not ' 
reflection into self away from the content. Science is 
not that kind of Idealism which stepped into the place 
of the Dogmatism of mere assertion and took the shape 
of a Dogmatism of mere assurance, the Dogmatism of 
mere self -certainty. Rather, since knowledge sees the 
content go back into its own proper inner nature, the 
activity of knowledge is absorbed in that content — 
for it (the activity) is the immanent self of the content 
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" — and IS also at the same time returned into itself, 
for this activity is pure self-identity in otherness. In 
tin's way the knowing activity is the artful device 
which, while seemmg to refram from activity, looks 
on and watches how specific determinateness with its 
concrete life, ]ust where it believes it is worlang out 
its own self-preservation and its own private interest, 
IS, in pomt of fact, domg the very opposite, is doing 
Hhat brmgs about its own dissolution and makes itself 
MHoment in the whole. 

While, in the foregoing, the significance of T 
sfandmg was stated from the point of view of thC^ 
OGnsciousness of substance; by what has been ' 
stated we can see clearly its significance from the poiEdT 
of view of substance qua bemg. Existence is ^ 

S'plf -identical determmateness, or determinate 
^ty, dctei inmate thought: this is existence 
^iint of vow of Understandmg. On this account it Is;' 
'pys, as Anaxagoras first thought reality to be, 

^ho succeeded him grasped the nature of 
& a more determinate way as eiSo? or tSea, i.e. as 
determinate or specific universality, kind or species. 
The term species or kind seems indeed too ordinary 
and inadequate for Ideas, for beauty, holmess, eternal, 
^hich are the vogue m these days. As a matter of fact, 
iwevcr, idea (tSea) means neither more nor less than 
|nd, species. But we often find nowadays that a term 
rluch exactly designates a conception is despised and 
rejected, and another preferred to it which hides and 
obscures the conception, and thus sounds more edifying, 
even though this is merely due to its being expressed 
in a foreign language. 

Precisely for the reason that existence is designated 
a species or kmd, it is a naked simple thought; vovs, 
simplicity, is substance. It is on account of its sim- 
phcity, its self -identity, that it appears steady, fixed, 
and permanent. But this self-identity is likewise 
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negativity; hence that fixed and stable existence carnet 
the process of its own dissolution wit h i n itself. The 
determinateness appears at first to he so solely through 
its relation to somethmg else; and its process seems 
imposed and forced upon it externally. But its having 
its own otherness within itself, and the fact of its being 
a self-initiated process — ^these are implied m the very 
simplicity of thought itself For this is self-movmg 
thought, thought that distmguishes, is inherent m- 
wardness, the pure notion. Thus, then, it is the very 
nature of understandmg to be a process; and bemg 
a process it is Rationahty. 

In the nature of existence as thus described — ^to be 
its own notion and being m one — consists logical 
necessity m general. This alone is what is rational, 
the rhythm of the organic whole- it is as much know- 
ledge of content as that content is notion and essential 
nature. In other words, this alone is the sphere and 
element of speculative thought. The concrete shape 
of the content is resolved by its own inherent process 
into a simple determmate quality. Thereby it is raised 
to logical form, and its being and essence coincide; 
its concrete existence is merely this process that takes 
place, and is eo %pso logical existence. It is therefore 
needless to apply a formal scheme to the concrete 
content in an external fashion; the content is in its 
very nature a transition mto a formal shape, which, 
however, ceases to be formalism of an external kind, 
because the form is the indwelhng process of the con- 
crete content itself. 

This nature of scientific method, which consists 
partly in being inseparable from the content, and 
partly in determmmg the rhythm of its movement 
by its own agency, finds, as we mentioned before, its 
peculiar systematic expression m speculative philo- 
sophy. What is here stated describes in effect the 
essential principle; but cannot stand for more at this 
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'Stage than an assertion or assurance by way of antici- 
pation. The truth it contains is not to he found in this 
exposition, which is in part historical in character. 
And just for that reason, too, it is not in the least 
refuted if anyone assures us on the contrary that this 
IS not so, that the process instead is here so and so; 
if ideas we are all used to, being truths accepted or 
settled and familiar to everyone, are brought to mind 
and recounted; or, agam, if something new is served 
up and guaranteed as coming from the inner sanc- 
tuaries of inspired intuition 

Such a view is bound to meet with opposition. The 
first instmctive reaction on the part of knowing, when 
offered somethmg that was unfamiliar, is usually to 
resist it. It seeks by that means to save freedom and 
native insight, to secure its own mherent authority — 
against alien authority — ^for that is the way anything 
apprehended for the first time appears. This attitude 
is adopted, too, m order to do away with the semblance 
of a kmd of disgrace which would lie in the fact that 
something has had to be learnt. In like manner, agam, 
when the unfamiliar or unknown is received with 
applause, the reaction is m the same way an exaltation of 
freedom and native authority. It consists m something 
analogous to ultra-revolutionary declamation and action. 

Hence the important thing for the student of science 
I is to make himself undergo the strenuous toil of con- 
\ ceptual refiection, of thinking in the form of the notion. 
This demands concentrated attention on the notion 
as such, on simple and ultimate determinations like 
being-in -itself, being-for-itself, self-identity, and so on; 
for these are elemental, pure, self-determined functions 
of a kmd we might call souls, were it not that their 
conceptual nature denotes something higher than that 
term contains. The mterruption by conceptual thought 
of the habit of always thmking in figurative ideas 
(Vorstelliingen) is as annoying and troublesome to this 
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way of thinking as to that process of formal intelligence 
which in its reasoning rambles about with no real 
thoughts to reason with. The former, the habit, may 
be called materialized thinking, a fortuitous mental 
state, one that is absorbed in what is material, and 
hence finds it very distasteful at once to hft its self 
clear of this matter and be with itself alone. The latter, 
the process of rmsonnement, is, on the other hand, 
detachment from all content, and conceited superiority 
to it. What is wanted here is the effort and struggle 
to give up this kind of freedom, and instead of bemg 
a merely arbitrary prmciple directmg the content any- 
how, this freedom should smk mto and pervade the 
content, should let it be directed and controlled by its 
own proper nature, i.e. by the self as its own self, and 
should observe this process taking place. We must 
abstain from interrupting the immanent rhythm of 
the movement of conceptual thought; we must refrain 
from arbitrarily interfering with it, and introducing 
ideas and reflections that have been obtained elsewhere. 
Restraint of this sort is itseff an essential condition of 
attendmg to and getting at the real nature of the notion. 

There are two aspects in the case of that ratiocma- 
tive procedure which mark its contrast from conceptual 
thmking and call for further notice. Baisonnement, in 
the first place, adopts a negative attitude towards the 
content apprehended, knows how to refute it and 
reduce it to nothingness. To see what the content is 
not IS merely a negative process, it is a dead halt, 
which does not of itself go beyond itself, and proceed 
to a new content; it has to get hold of somethmg 
else from somewhere or other in order to have once 
more a content. It is reflection upon and into the 
empty ego, the vanity of its own knowledge. Conceit 
of this kind brings out not only that this content is 
vain and empty, but also that to see this is itself fatuity 
too : for it is negation with no perception of the positive 
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'element within it. In that this reflection does not even 
have its own negativity as its content, it is not inside 
actual fact at all, but for ever away outside it. On that 
account it imagmes that by assertmg mere emptiness 
it is going much farther than insight that embraces 
and reveals a wealth of content. On the other hand, 
in the case of conceptual thmkmg, as was above 
indicated, the negative aspect falls withm the content 
itself, and is the positive substance of that content, 
as well as bemg its inherent character and moving 
principle as by bemg the entirety of what these are. 
Looked at as a result, it is determinate specific negation, 
the negative which is the outcome of this process, and 
consequently is a positive content as well. 

In view of the fact that ratiocmative thinking has a 
content, whether of images or thoughts or a mixture of 
both, there is another side to its process which makes 
conceptual comprehension difficult for it. The peculiar 
nature of this aspect is closely connected with the 
essential meaning of the idea above described, in 
fact, expresses the idea in the way this appears as 
the process of thmkmg apprehension. For justfs as 
ra taocmative thmkm g jn its negative reference, which 
we have been describmg, is nothmg but the self into 
which the content returns; in the same way, on the 
other hand, in its positive cognitive process the self 
is an ideally presented subject to which the content 
is related as an accident and predicate. This sub- 
ject constitutes the basis to which the content is 
attached and on which the process moves to and fro. 
Conceptua l thmkmg goes on in quite a different way. 
since the^ concept Dr notion is the very self of the 
object, manifestmg itself as the development of the 
object, it IS not a quiescent subject, passively sup- 
portmg accidents: it is a seK-determmmg active 
concept which takes up its determinations and makes 
them its own. In the course of this process that mert 
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passive subject really disappears; it enters into the, 
different constituents and pervades the content; in- 
stead of remaining in inert antithesis to determinateness 
of content, it constitutes, in fact, that very specificity, 
i.e. the content as differentiated along with the pro- 
cess of bringing this about. Thus the solid basis, which 
ratiocination found in an inert subject, is shaken to its 
foundations, and the only object is this very movement 
of the subject. The subject suppljing the concrete fillmg 
to its own content ceases to be somethmg transcendmg 
this content, and cannot have further predicates or 
accidents. Conversely, again, the scattered diversity of 
the contiiiit is brought under the control of the self, 
and so bound together; the content is not a umversal 
that can be detached from the subject, and adapted 
to several indifferently. Consequently the content is 
m truth no longer predicate of the subject, it is the 
very substance, is the inmost reality, and the very 
principle of what is being considered. Ideational think- 
ing {vorstellm), since its nature consists in dealing with 
accidents or predicates, and in exercising the right to 
transcend them because they are nothmg more than 
predicates and accidents — this way of thmkmg is 
checked m its course, smce that which has in the pro- 
position the form of a predicate is itself the substance 
of the statement It is met by a counter-thrust, as we 
may say. Starting from the subject, as if this were a 
permanent base on which to proceed, it discovers, by 
the predicate being in reality the substance, that the 
subject has passed into the predicate, and has thereby 
ceased to be subject- and smce in this way what seems 
to be predicate has become the entire mass of the 
content, whole and complete, thmkmg cannot wander 
and ramble about at wiU, but is restrained and con- 
trolled by this weight of content. 

Usually the subject is first set down as the fixed 
and objective self ; from this fixed position the necessary 
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process passes on to the multiplicity of determinations 
or predicates. Here the knowing ego takes the place 
of that subject and is the function of knitting or com- 
binmg the predicates one with another, and is the 
subject holding them fast. But since the former subject 
enters into the determinate constituents themselves, 
and IS their very life, the subject in the second case — 
VIZ. the knowmg subject — finds that the former, — ■ 
which it IS supposed to be done with and which it 
wants to transcend, m order to return into itself, — is 
still there in the predicate: and instead of bemg able 
to be the determinmg agency in the process of resolving 
the predicate — reflectively deciding whether this or 
that predicate should be attached to the former subject 
— it has really to deal with the self of the content, 
IS not allowed to be something on its own account 
{fursich), but has to exist along with this content. 

What has been said can be expressed in a formal 
manner by saying that the nature of judgment or the 
proposition m general, which involves the distmction 
of subject and predicate, is subverted and destroyed 
by the speculative judgment; and the identical pro- 
position, which the former becomes [by uniting subject 
and predicate], implies the rejection and repudiation 
of the above relation between subject and predicate. 
This conflict between the form of a proposition in 
general and the unity of the notion which destroys 
that form, is similar to what we find between metre 
and accent in the case of rhythm. Rhythm is the 
result of what hovers between and umtes both. So 
m the case of the speculative or philosophical judg- 
ment; the identity of subject and predicate is not 
intended to destroy their distinction, as expressed m 
propositional form; their unity is to anse as a har- 
mony of the elements. The form of the judgment is 
the way the specific sense appears, or is made manifest, 
the accent which differentiates the meanmg it contains: 
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that the predicate expresses the substance, and the, 
subject itself falls within the universal, is however the 
unity wherein that accent dies away. 

To explain what has been said by examples let us 
take the proposition God is Bemg The predicate is 
“being”: it has substantive significance, and thus 
absorbs the meaning of the subject withm it. Bemg 
IS meant to be here not predicate but the essential 
nature. Thereby, God seems to cease to be what he 
was when the proposition was put forward, viz a fixed 
subject. Thmkmg [i e. ordinary reflection], instead of 
getting any farther with the transition from subject 
to predicate, in reality finds its activity checked 
through the loss of the subject, and it is thrown back 
on the thought of the subject because it misses this 
subject. Or agam, since the predicate has itself been 
pronounced to be a subject, to be the bemg, to be 
the essential reality, which exhausts the nature of the 
subject, thmkmg :feds the subject directly present m 
the predicate too: and now, mstead of having, in the 
predicate, gone into %tselff and preserved the freedom 
characteristic of ratiocination, it is absorbed in the 
content ah the while, or, at any rate is required to be so. 

Similarly, when it is said: “the real is the universal”, 
the real, qua subject, passes away m its predicate. 
The universal is not only meant to have the significance 
of a predicate, as if the proposition stated that the real 
is universal: the universal is meant to express the 
essential nature of the real. Thmkmg therefore loses 
that fixed objective basis which it had in the subject, 
just as much as m the predicate it is thrown back on 
the subject, and therem returns not into itself but into 
the subject underlying the content. 

This unaccustomed restramt imposed upon thought 
IS for the most part the cause of the complaints con- 
cernmg the unmteUigibdity of philosophical writmgs, 
when otherwise the mdividual has m him the requisite 
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mental cultivation for understanding them. In what 
has been said we see the reason for the specific charge 
often made agamst them, that a good deal has to be 
read repeatedly before it can be understood — an accusa- 
tion which IS meant to convey something improper m 
the extreme, and one which if granted to be sound 
admits of no further reply. It is obvious from the 
above what is the state of the case here. Tlie philo- 
sophical proposition, being a proposition, calls up the 
accepted view of the usual relation of subject and 
predicate, and suggests the idea of the customary pro- 
cedure which takes place in knowledge. Its philoso- 
phical content destroys this way of proceeding and the 
ordmary view taken of this process. The common view 
discovers that the statement is intended in another 
sense than it is thmkmg of, and this correction of its 
opinion compels knowledge to recur to the proposition 
and take it now m some other sense. 

There is a difficulty which might well be avoided. 
It consists m mixing up the methods of procedure 
followed by speculation and ratiocination, when what 
IS said of the subject has at one time the significance 
of its conceptual prmciple, and at another time the 
meanmg of its predicate or accidental quahty. The 
one mode of thmkmg mvalidates the other; and only 
that philosophical exposition can manage to become 
plastic in character which resolutely sets aside and has 
nothing to do with the ordmary way of relatmg the 
parts of a proposition. 

As a matter of fact, non-speculative thinkmg has 
its rights too, which are justifiable, but are disregarded 
m the speculative way of stating a proposition. Abolish- 
mg the form of the proposition must not take place 
only in an immediate manner, through the mere con- 
tent of the proposition. On the contrary, we must 
give explicit expression to this canceUmg process; it 
must be not only that internal restrainmg and con- 
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fining of thought within its own substance; this 
turning of the conception back into itself has to be 
expressly brought out and stated. This process, which 
constitutes what formerly had to be accomplished by 
proof, IS the internal dialectical movement of the 
proposition itself. This alone is the concrete specula- 
tive element, and only the explicit expression of this 
is a speculative systematic exposition. Qw proposi- 
tion, the speculative aspect is merely the internal 
restriction of thought withm its own substance where 
the return of the essential prmciple mto itseK is not 
yet brought out. Hence we often find philosophical 
expositions referring us to the inner mtuition, and 
thus dispensing with the systematic statement of the 
dialectical movement of the proposition, which is what 
we wanted aU the while. The proposition ought to 
express what the truth is: in its essential nature the 
truth 13 sub]eot. bemg so, it is merely the dialectical 
movement, this self -producing course of activity, mam- 
tainmg its advance by returning back into itseM. In 
the case of knowledge m other spheres this aspect of 
expressly stating the mtemal nature of the content 
is constituted by proof. When dialectic, however, has 
been separated from proof, the idea of philosophical de- 
monstration as a matter of fact has vanished altogether. 

On this point it may be mentioned that the dialectical 
process likewise consists of parts or elements which 
are propositions. The difficulty indicated seems there- 
fore to recur continually, and seems to be a difficulty 
inherent in the nature of the case. This is like what 
happens in the ordmary process of provmg anythmg; 
the grounds it makes use of need themselves to be 
based on other grounds again, and so on ad infimtum. 
This manner of furmshing grounds and conditions, 
however, concerns that type of proof from which the 
dialectical movement is distinct and hence belongs to 
the process of external knowledge. As to what this 
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movement is, its element is the bare concept; this 
'furnishes a content which is through and through 
subject wphciter and per se. There is to be found, 
therefore, no sort of content standing in a relation, 
as it were, to an underlying subject, and getting its 
significance by beuig attached to this as a predicate. 
The proposition as it appears is a mere empty form. 

Apart from the sensuously apprehended or ideally 
presented (vorgestelUm) seK, it is in the mam the mere 
name qvn name which denotes the subject pure and 
simple, the empty unit without any conceptual char- 
acter. For this reason it would e.g. be expedient to 
avoid the name “God”, because this word is not m 
its primary use a conception as well, but the special 
name of an underlying subject, its fixed restmg-place; 
while, on the other hand, being or the one, singleness, 
subject, etc., themselves directly indicate conceptions. 
Furthermore, if speculative truths are stated about 
that subject [God], even then their content is devoid 
of the immanent notion, because that content is merely 
present in the form of a passive subject, and owing to 
this the speculative truths easily take on the character 
of mere edification. From this side, too, the obstacle, 
arising from the habit of puttmg the speculative pre- 
dicate in the form of a proposition, instead of takmg 
it as an inherent essential conception, is capable of 
bemg made greater or less by the mere way philoso- 
phical truths are put forward. Philosophical exposition, 
faithfully foUowmg its insight into the nature of specu- 
lative truth, must retain the dialectical form, and 
exclude everything which is not grasped conceptually 
and is conception. 

Just as much as in the procedure of ratiocmation, 
the study of philosophy finds obstruction, too, in the 
unreasoning conceit that builds itself on well-estab- 
lished truths, which the possessor considers he has no 
need to return upon and reconsider, but rather takes 
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to be fundamental, and thinks he can by means thereof* 
propound as well as decide and pass sentence. In this 
regard, it is especially needful to make once agam a 
serious business of philosophy. In all spheres of science, 
art, skill, and handicraft it is never doubted that, m 
order to master them, a considerable amount of 
trouble must be spent in learning and in bemg trained. 
As regards philosophy, on the contrary, there seems 
still an assumption prevalent that, though every one 
with eyes and fingers is not on that account in a 
position to make shoes if he only has leather and a 
last, yet everybody understands how to philosophize 
straight away, and pass judgment on philosophy, simply 
because he possesses the criterion for doing so in his 
natural reason — as if he did not in the same way 
possess the standard for shoemaking too in his own 
foot. It seems as if the possession of philosophy lay 
just in the want of knowledge and study, as if philo- 
sophy left off where the latter began It is commonly 
held to be a formal land of knowledge devoid of all 
substantial content. There is a general failure to per- 
ceive that, in the case of any knowledge and any 
science, what is taken for truth, even as regards 
content, can only deserve the name of “truth” when 
philosophy has had a hand in its production. Let the 
other sciences try as much as they like to get along 
by ratiocination or misonnement without philosophy, 
they are unable to keep alive without it, or to have 
any spiritual significance and truth m them. 

As regards philosophy in its proper and genume 
sense, we find put forward without any hesitation, as 
an entirely sufficient equivalent for the long course 
of mental discipline — for that profound and fruitful 
process through which the human spirit attains to 
knowledge — ^the direct revelation of the divine and the 
healthy common sense of mankind, unconcerned with 
and undisciplmed by any other knowledge or by proper 
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■pliilosopliicajl refloction. Th.6S6 are held, to be a good 
substitute for real philosophy, much in the way that 
chicory is lauded as a substitute for coffee. It is not 
a very pleasing spectacle to observe uncultivated 
Ignorance and crudity of mind, with neither form nor 
taste, without the capacity to concentrate its thoughts 
on an abstract proposition, still less on a connected 
statement of such propositions, confidently proclaiming 
itself to be intellectual freedom and toleration, and 
even the inspiration of genius. This last used once upon 
a time, as everyone knows, to be all the vogue in the 
case of poetry, as it is now in philosophy. Instead of 
poetry, however, the efforts of this form of mspiration, 
when it had any sense at all, resulted m the production 
of trivial prose, or, if it went beyond that, it produced 
raving harangues, in the same way here in the case 
of philosophy; philosophizing by the light of nature, 
which thmks itself too good for conceptual thinkmg, 
and, because of the want of it, takes itself to have 
direct mtuitive ideas and poetical thoughts, — such 
philosophizing trades in arbitrary combinations of an 
imagination merely disorganized through thinkmg — ■ 
fictitious creations that are neither fiish nor flesh, 
neither poetry nor philosophy. 

On the other hand agam, when instmctive philosophy 
follows the more secure course prescribed by healthy 
common sense, it treats us to a rhetorical melange of 
commonplace truths. When it is charged with the 
triviality of what it offers, it assures us, in reply, that 
the fullness and richness of its meanmg lie deep down 
in its own heart, and that others must feel this too, 
since -with such phrases as the “heart’s natural mno- 
cence”, “purity of conscience”, and so on, it supposes 
it has expressed thmgs that are ultimate and final, to 
which no one can take exception, and about which 
nothmg further can be required. But the very problem 
in hand was just that the best must not be left behind 
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hidden away in secret, but be brought out of the. 
depths and set forth ui the light of day. It could quite 
well from the start have spared itself the trouble of 
brmging forward ultimate and final truths of that 
sort; they were long since to be found, say, lu the 
Catechism, m popular proverbs, etc. It is an easy 
matter to grasp such truths in their mdefinite and 
crooked maccurate form, and m many cases to point 
out that the mmd convmced of them is conscious of 
the very opposite truths. When it struggles to get 
itself out of the mental embarrassment thereby pro- 
duced, it will tumble mto further confusion, and possibly 
burst out with the assertion that m short and m fine 
the matter is settled, the truth is so and so, and any- 
thing else IS mere “sophistry” — a password used by 
plain common sense against cultivated critical reason, 
like the phrase “visionary dreammg”, by which those 
Ignorant of philosophy sum up its character once for 
all. Since the man of common sense appeals to his 
feehng, to an oracle withm his breast, he is done with 
any one who does not agree. He has ]ust to explain 
that he has no more to say to any one who does not 
find and feel the same as himself. In other words, he 
tramples the roots of humanity underfoot. For the 
nature of humanity is to impel men to agree with one 
another, and its very existence hes simply m the 
explicit realization of a community of conscious life. 
What IS anti-human, the condition of mere animals, 
consists in keepmg within the sphere of feelmg pure 
and simple, and in being able to communicate only by 
way of feeling-states. 

When a man asks for a royal road to science, no more 
convenient and comfortable way can be mentioned to 
him than to put his trust in “healthy common sense”. 
And for the rest, to keep abreast of the times and 
advance with philosophy, let him read reviews of philo- 
sophical works, and even go the length of reading the 
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, prefaces and &st paragraphs of the works themselves ; 
for the latter give the general principles on which every- 
thing turns, while the reviews along with the historical 
notice provide over and above the critical judgment and 
appreciation, which, being a judgment passed on the 
work, goes farther than the work that is judged. This 
common way a man can take in his dressing-gown. But 
spiritual elation in the eternal, the sacred, the infinite, 
moves along the highway of truth in the robes of the 
high priest — a road that, from the first, is itself 
immediate being in its innermost, the inspiration of 
profound and origmal ideas and flashes of elevated 
thought. All the same, those depths do not yet reveal 
the well-spring of inner reality; nor, again, are these 
sky-rockets the empyrean. True thoughts and scientific 
insight can only be won by the labour of the notion. 
Conceptions alone can produce universality in the 
knowing process. This universality is critically deve- 
loped and completely finished Imowledge. It is not the 
common inde^iteness and inadequacy of ordmary 
intelligence. Nor, agam, is it that extraordmary kmd 
of universality where the powers and potencies of 
reason are spoiled and ruined by genius through indol- 
ence and self -conceit. It is truth which has successfully 
reached its own inherent native form. It is this univer- 
sality which is capable of bemg the property of every 
self-conscious reason. 

Since I have taken the self-development of the notion 
to be the medium wherem science really exists, and 
since in those respects to which I have drawn attention, 
as well as in others, current ideas about the nature of 
truth and the shape it assumes deviate from my view, 
and mdeed are quite opposed to my position, the 
consideration of this divergence of view does not seem 
to promise well for a favourable reception of an attempt 
to expound the system of science in this sense. In the 
meantime, I may call to mmd that while e.g, the 
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supreme merit of Plato’s philosophy has sometimes, 
been held to consist m his myths which are scientifically 
valueless, there have also been times, spoken of even 
as times of mere sentimental enthusiasm, when the 
Aristotelian philosophy has been respected on account 
of its speculative depth of insight, and when the 
Parmenides of Plato — ^perhaps the greatest literary 
product of ancient dialectic — ^has been taken to be 
the positive expression of the divme life, the unveilmg 
and disclosmg of its inmost truth. I may reflect, too, 
that notwithstandmg much cloudy obscurity which 
was the product of ecstasy, this misunderstood ecstasy 
was m pomt of fact meant to be nothing else than the 
activity of the pure notion; furthermore, that what is 
best in the philosophy of our time takes its value to 
lie in its scientific character; and that, even though 
others take a different view, it is only in virtue of its 
scientific character that recent philosophy really gains 
validity and acceptance. Thus, then, I may hope too 
that this attempt to justify the claun of science to be 
a conceptual process, and systematically to develop 
and present science in this its own peculiar medium, 
will manage to make a way for itself by the inherent 
truth of the result accomplished. We may rest assured 
that it is the nature of truth to force its way to recog- 
nition when the tune comes, and that it only appears 
when its time has come, and hence never appears too 
soon, and never finds a public that is not ripe to receive 
it. And, further, we may be sure that the individual 
thinker requires this result to take place, in order to 
give him confidence in regard to what is no more as 
yet than a matter for himself singly and alone, and 
in order to find his assurance, which m the first mstance 
merely belongs to a particular individual, realized as 
somethmg universal. In this connection, however, it 
is very often necessary to distinguish the public from 
those who take upon themselves to be its represen- 
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tatives and spokesmen. The public takes up an attitude 
in many respects quite different from the latter, mdeed, 
even opposed to them. Whereas the public good- 
naturedly and generously will rather take the blame 
upon itself when a philosophical work is not quite 
acceptable or intelligible to it, these “representatives”, 
on the contrary, eonvmced of their oym competence, 
put all the blame on the authors. The influence of the 
work on the pubhc is more sdent than the action of 
those “representatives”, who are like the dead burying 
their dead. While the general level of insight at the 
present time is m the mam more highly cultivated, 
its curiosity more quickened and alert, and its judg- 
ment more swiftly made up and pronounced, so that 
the feet of those who wiU carry you out are already at 
the door: at the same time we have often to distinguish 
from all this the slower and more gradual effect which 
rectifies the direction of attention caught and compelled 
by imposing assurances, corrects, too, contemptuous 
censure, and after a little provides a contemporary 
audience for one part, while another after a temporary 
vogue finds no audience with posterity any longer. 

For the rest, at a time when the universal nature of 
spiritual hfe has become so very much emphasized and 
strengthened, and the mere mdividual aspect has 
become, as it should be, correspondingly a matter of 
indifference, when, too, that universal aspect holds, by 
the entire range of its substance, the full measure of 
the wealth it has built up, and lays claim to it all, the 
share m the total work of mind that falls to the activity 
of any particular individual can only be very small. 
Because this is so, the mdmdual must all the more 
forget himself, as in fact the very nature of science 
imphes and requires that he should; and he must, 
moreover, become and do what he can. But all the 
less must be demanded of him, just as he can expect 
the less from himself, and may ask the less for himself. 
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It is natural to suppose that, before philosophy enters 
upon its subject proper — ^namely, the actual knowledge 
of what truly is — it is necessary to come first to an 
understanding concerning knowledge, which is looked 
upon as the instrument by which to take possession 
of the Absolute, or as the means through which to get 
a sight of itj^'Hie apprehension seems legitimate, on 
the one hand that there may be various kmds of know- 
ledge, among which one might be better adapted than 
another for the attainment of our purpose — ^and thus 
a wrong choice is possible: on the other hand again 
that, since knowing is a faculty of a definite kind and 
with a determinate range, without the more precise 
determination of its nature and limits we might take 
hold on clouds of error instead of the heaven of truth. 

This apprehensiveness is sure to pass even into the 
, conviction that the whole enterprise which sets out to 
•,'!^^curo for consciousness by means of knowledge what 
se, IS in its very nature absurd; and that 
"^mowi edge and the Absolute there lies a 
which completely cuts off the one from the 
?or if knowledge is the instrument by which 
possession of absolute Reality,' the suggestion 
|tely~dccurs that the apphcation of an instru- 
f anything does not leave it as it is for itself, 
jer entails m the process, and has in view, a 
^ and alteration of it. Or, again, if knowledge 
*4i instrument which we actively employ, but 
|f passive medium through which the light of 
jx reaches us, then here, too, we do not receive 
ns in itself, but as it is through and in this 
|“In either case we employ a means which 
|tely brmgs about the very opposite of its own 
frather, the absurdity hes m making use of any 
,t all. It seems indeed open to us to find m the 
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■knowledge of the way in which the instrument operates, 
a remedy for this parlous state; for thereby it becomes 
possible to remove from the result the part which, in 
,our idea of the Absolute received through that instru- 
ment, belongs to the instrument, and thus to get the 
truth in its purity. But this improvement would, as 
a matter of fact, only bring us back to the pomt where 
we were before. If we take away again from a definitely 
formed thing that which the instrument has done in 
the shaping of it, then the thing (m this case the 
Absolute) stands before us once more just as it was 
previous to all this trouble, which, as we now see, was 
superfluous. If the Absolute were only to be brought 
on the whole nearer to us by this agency, without any 
change bemg wrought m it, like a bird caught by a 
limestick, it would certainly scorn a trick of that sort, 
jii it were not in its very nature, and did it not wish 
*to be, beside us from the start. Bor a trick is what 
knowledge in such a case would be, since by jT" **"”** 
toil and trouble it gives itself the air of doingr 
quite different from brmgmg about a relat£ 
merely immediate, and so a waste of time tc| 

Or, again, if the examination of knowledge^> 
represent as a medium, makes us acquainte| 
law of its refraction, it is hkewise useless tc^ 
this refraction from the result^For knowlef 
the divergence of the ray, but the ray itself* 
the truth comes in contact with us; and " 
removed, the bare direction or the empty pL 
alone be indicated. 

Meanwhile, if the fear of falling into error x 
an element of distrust into science, which wi 
scruples of that sort goes to work and acti 
know, it IS not easy to understand why, cC 
a distrust should not be placed in this very 
and why we should not take care lest the fea* 

IS not just the initial error. As a matter of 
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fear presupposes something, indeed a great deal, as, 
truth, and supports its scruples and consequences on 
what should itself be exanuned beforehand to see 
whether it is truth./It starts with ideas of knowledge 
as an instrument, and as a medium, and presupposes 
a distmction of ourselves from this knowledge. _^More 
especially it takes for granted that the Absolute stands 
on one side, and that knowledge on the other side, by 
itself and cut off from the Absolute, is still somethmg 
real, in other words, that knowledge, which, by being 
outside the Absolute, is certainly also outside truth, 
IS nevertheless true — a position which, while calhng 
itself fear of error, makes itself known rather as fear 
of the truth. 

This conclusion comes from the fact that the Absolute 
alone is true or that the True is alone absolute. It may 
be set aside by making the distinction that a know- 
ledge which does not indeed know the Absolute as 
science wants to do, is none the less true too; and that 
knowledge in general, though it may possibly be incap- 
able of grasping the Absolute, can still be capable of 
truth of another kmd. But we shall see as we proceed 
that random talk like this leads in the long run to a 
confused distmction between an absolute truth and a 
truth of some other sort, and that “absolute”, “know- 
ledge”, and so on, are words which presuppose a meamng 
that has first to be got at. 

With suchlike useless ideas and expressions about 
knowledge, as an mstrument to take hold of the 
Absolute, or as a medium through which we have a 
glimpse of truth, and so on (relations to which all these 
ideas of a knowledge which is divided from the Absolute 
and an Absolute divided from knowledge in the last 
resort lead), we need not concern ourselves. ISTor need 
we trouble about the evasive pretexts which create the 
incapacity of science out of the presupposition of such 
relations, in order at once to be rid of the toil of science, 
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and to assume the air of serious and zealous effort about 
it. Instead of being troubled with giving answers to all 
these, they may be straightway rejected as adventitious 
and arbitrary ideas, and the use which is here made 
of words like “absolute”, “knowledge”, as also “ob- 
jective” and “subjective”, and innumerable others, 
whose meaning is assumed to be famdiar to everyone, 
might well be regarded as so much deception For to 
give out that their sigmficance is universally famihar 
and that everyone indeed possesses their notion, rather 
looks like an attempt to dispense with the only im- 
portant matter, which is just to give this notion. With 
better right, on the contrary, we might spare ourselves 
the trouble of takmg any notice at all of such ideas 
and ways of talkmg which would have the effect of 
warding off science altogether; for they make a mere 
empty show of knowledge which at once vanishes when 
science comes on the scene. 

But science, in the very fact that it comes on the 
scene, is itself a phenomenon; its “coinmg on the 
scene” is not yet itself carried out m all the length and 
breadth of its truth. In this regard, it is a matter of 
mdifference whether we consider that it (science) is the 
phenomenon because it makes its appearance alongside 
another kind of knowledge, or call that other untrue 
knowledge its process of appearing. Science, however, 
must liberate itself from this phenomenahty, and it can 
only do so by turnmg agauist it. For scien ce ca nnok 
simply reject a form of knowledge which is not true,’ 
and treat this as a common view of things, and then’ 
assure us that itself is an entirely different kind of’ 
knowledge, and holds the other to be of no account at 1 
all; nor can it appeal to the fact that hi this other there! 
are presages of a better. By giving that assurance it| 
would declare its force and value to he in its bare! 
existence; but the untrue knowledge appeals likewise! 
to the fact that it is, and assures us that to it science'^ 
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is nothing. One barren assurance, however, is of just 
as much value as another. Still less can science appeal 
to the presages of a better, which are to be found 
present in untrue knowledge and are there pointing 
the way towards science ; for it would, on the one hand, 
be appealmg again in the same way to a merely existent 
fact; and, on the other, it would be appealmg to itself, 
to the way in which it exists in untrue knowledge, 
i.e. to a bad form of its own existence, to its appearance, 
rather than to its real and true nature {an und fur s%ch). 
ror this reason we shall here undertake the exposition s 
of knowledge as a phenomenon. 

Now because this exposition has for its object only 
phenomenal knowledge, the exposition itself seems not 
to be science, tree, self moving in the shape proper to 
itself, but may, from this pomt of view, be taken as the 
pathway of the natural consciousness which is pressing 
forward to true knowledge. Or it can be regarded as 
the path of the soul, which is traversmg the senes of 
its own forms of embodiment, like stages appomted for 
it by its own nature, that it may possess the clearness 
of spiritual life when, through the complete experience 
of its own seK, it arrives at the knowledge of what it 
is in itseK. 

Natural consciousness will prove itself to be only 
knowledge in prmciple or not real Icnowledge. Since, 
however, it immediately takes itself to be the real and 
genume knowledge, this pathway has a negative sig- 
nificance for it; what is a realization of the notion of 
Imowledge means for it rather the rum and overthrow 
of itself ; for on this road it loses its own truth. Because 
of that, the road can be looked on as the path of doubt, 
or more properly a highway of despair. Bor what 
happens there is not what is usually understood by 
doubtmg, a jostling agamst this or that supposed truth, 
the outcome of which is again a disappearance m due 
course of the doubt and a return to the former truth. 
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SO that at the end the matter is taken as it was before. 
On the contrary, that pathway is the conscious insight 
into the untruth of the phenomenal knowledge, for 
which that is the most real which is after aU only the 
unrealized notion. On that account, too, this thorough- 
going scepticism is not what doubtless earnest zeal for 
truth and science fancies it has equipped itself with in 
order to be ready to deal with them — viz. the resolve, 
in science, not to deliver itself over to the thoughts 
of others on their mere authority, but to examme 
everything for itself, and only follow its own conviction, 
or, still better, to produce everythmg itself and hold 
only its own act for true. 

The series of shapes, which consciousness traverses 
bn this road, is rather the detailed history of the process 
of trammg and educating consciousness itself up to the 
level of science. That resolve presents this mental 
development {B%ldung) m the simple form of an intended 
purpose, as immediately finished and complete, as 
having taken place; this pathway, on the other hand, 
is, as opposed to this abstract intention, or untruth, 
the actual carrying out of that process of development. 
To follow one’s own conviction is certainly more than 
to hand oneself over to authority; but by the conversion 
of opinion held on authority into opinion held out of 
personal conviction, the content of what is held is not 
necessarily altered, and truth has not thereby taken 
the place of error. If we stick to a system of opinion 
and prejudice restmg on the authority of others, or 
upon personal conviction, the one differs from the other 
merely in the conceit which animates the latter. Sc ep- 
ticism, directed to the whole compass of phenomenal 
consciousness, on the contrary, makes mind for the 
first time qualified to test what truth is; since it brings 
about a despair regarding what are called natural views, 
thoughts, and opinions, which it is matter of mdifference 
to call personal or belongmg to others, and with which 
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the consciousness, that proceeds straight away to. 
criticize and test, is still filled and hampered, thus 
being, as a matter of fact, incapable of what it wants 
to undertake. 

The completeness of the forms of unreal conscious- 
ness will be brought about precisely through the 
necessity of the advance and the necessity of their 
connection with one another. To make this compre- 
hensible we may remark, by way of prelimmary, that 
the exposition of untrue consciousness m its untruth 
IS not a merely negative process. Such a one-sided view 
of it is what the natural consciousness generally adopts; 
and a knowledge, which makes this one-sidedness its 
essence, is one of those shapes assumed by incomplete 
consciousness which falls mto the course of the inquiry 
itself and wiU come before us there. For this view is 
scepticism, which always sees in the result only pure 
nothhigness, and abstracts from the fact that this 
nothmg IS determinate, is the nothing of that out of 
which it comes as a result. Nothmg, however, is only, 
in fact, the true result, when taken as the nothmg of 
what it comes from; jit As thus itself a determmate 
nothing, and has a content. The scepticism which ends 
with the abstraction “nothing” or “emptiness” can 
advance from this not a step farther, but must wait 
and see whether there is possibly anything new offered, 
and what that is — ^in order to cast it into the same 
abysmal void. When once, on the other hand, the result 
IS apprehended, as it truly is, as determmate negation, 
a new form has thereby immediately arisen; and m 
the negation the transition is made by which the 
progress through the complete succession of forms 
comes about of itself. 

The goal, however, is fixed for knowledge just as 
necessarily as the succession in the process. The ter- 
minus IS at that point where knowledge is no longer 
compelled to go beyond itself, where it finds its own 



138 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


.self, and the notion corresponds to the object and the 
object to the notion. The progress towards this goal 
consequently is without a halt, and at no earlier stage 
is satisfaction to be found. That which is confined to a 
life of nature is unable of itself to go beyond its imme- 
diate existence; but by something other than itself it 
IS forced beyond that; and to be thus wrenched out 
of its settmg is its death. Consciousness, however, is to 
itself its own notion; thereby it immediately transcends 
what IS limited, and, smce this latter belongs to it, 
consciousness transcends its own self. Along with the 
particular there is at the same time set up the “beyond”, 
were this only, as in spatial intuition, beside what is 
limited. Consciousness, therefore, suffers this violence 
at its own hands; it destroys its own limited satis- 
faction. When feehng of violence, anxiety for the truth 
may well withdraw, and struggle to preserve for itself 
that which is in danger of being lost. But it can 
find no rest. Should that anxious fearfuhiess wish to 
remain always m unthmking indolence, thought will 
agitate the thoughtlessness, its restlessness will disturb 
that indolence. Or let it take its stand as a form of 
sentimentality which assures us it finds everything good 
m its kmd, and this assurance hkewise will suffer 
violence at the hands of reason, which finds something 
not good just because and in so far as it is a kind. Or, 
again, fear of the truth may conceal itself from itself 
and others behmd the pretext that precisely burning 
zeal for the very truth makes it so difficult, nay im- 
possible, to find any other truth except that of which 
alone vanity is capable — that of being ever so much 
cleverer than any ideas, which one gets from oneseff 
or others, could make possible. This sort of conceit 
which understands how to belittle every truth and 
turn away from it back into itself, and gloats over this 
its own private understanding, which always knows 
how to dissipate every possible thought, and to find, 
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instead of all the content, merely the barren Ego — this . 
is a satisfaction which must be left to itself ; for it flees 
the universal and seeks only an isolated existence on 
its own account {FursicTiseyn). 

As the foregoing has been stated, provisionally and 
in general, concernmg the manner and the necessity 
of the process of the inquiry, it may also be of further 
service to make some observations regardmg the method 
of carrying this out. This exposition, viewed as a process 
of relating science to phenomenal knowledge, and as 
an inquiry and critical examination mto the reahty of 
knoAving, does not seem able to be effected without 
some presupposition which is laid down as an ultimate 
criterion. For an examination consists in appl 3 nng an 
accepted standard, and, on the final agreement or dis- 
agreement therewith of what is tested, deciding whether 
the latter is right or wrong; and the standard m general, 
and so science, were this the criterion, is thereby 
accepted as the essence or inherently real [Ansich). 
But, here, where science first appears on the scene, 
neither science nor any sort of standard has justified 
itself as the essence or ultimate reality; and without 
this no exammation seems able to be instituted. 

This contradiction and the removal of it will become 
more definite if, to begm with, we call to mmd the 
abstract determinations of knowledge and of truth as 
they are found m consciousness. Consciousness, we find, 
dishngmshes from itself something, to which at the same 
time it relates itself; or, to use the current expression, 
there is something for consciousness; and the deter- 
minate form of this process of relating, or of there being 
Bomethmg for a consciousness, is knowledge. But from 
this bemg for another we distinguish being m itself or 
per se; what is related to knowledge is hkewise distm- 
gmshed from it, and posited as also existmg outside 
this relation; the aspect of being per 5e or m itself is 
called Truth. What really lies in these determmations 



140 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


.does not further concern us here; for since the object 
of our inquiry is phenomenal knowledge, its deter- 
mmations are also taken up, in the first instance, as 
they are immediately offered to us. And they are offered 
to us very much in the way we have just stated. 

If now our inquiry deals with the truth of knowledge, 
it appears that we are inquiring what knowledge is in 
itself. But in this inquiry knowledge is our object, it 
is for us; and the essential nature {Ansich) of know- 
ledge, were this to come to light, would be rather its 
being for us: what we should assert to be its essence 
would rather be, not the truth of knowledge, but only 
our knowledge of it. The essence or the criterion would 
lie m us; and that which was to be compared with 
this standard, and on which a decision was to be passed 
as a result of this comparison, would not necessarily 
have to recognize that criterion. 

But the nature of the object which we are examining 
surmounts this separation, or semblance of separation, 
and presupposition. Consciousness furnishes its own 
criterion in itself, and the inquiry will thereby be a 
comparison of itself with its own self ; for the distmction, 
just made, falls inside itself. In consciousness there is 
one element /or an other, or, in general, consciousness 
implicates the specific character of the moment of 
knowledge. At the same time this “other” is to con- 
sciousness not merely for it, but also outside this 
relation, or has a being m itself, i.e. there is the moment 
of truth. Thus in what consciousness inside itself 
declares to be the essence or truth we have the standard 
which itself sets up, and by which we are to measure 
its knowledge. Suppose we call knowledge the notion, 
and the essence or truth “bemg” or the object, then 
the examination consists in seemg whether the notion 
corresponds with the object. But if we call the inner 
nature of the object, or what it is m itself, the notion, 
and, on the other side, understand by object the notion 
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g^Ma^bject, i.e. tbe way the notion is for an other, then. 
1EKe examination consists in our seeing whether the 
object corresponds to its own notion. It is clear, of 
course, that both of these processes are the same. The 
essential fact, however, to be borne m mmd throughout 
the whole inquiry is that both these moments, notion 
and object, “bemg for another” and “bemg m itself”, 
themselves fall withm that knowledge which we are 
examming. Consequently we do not require to bring 
standards with us, nor to apply our fancies and thoughts 
m the inquiry; and just by our leavmg these aside we 
are enabled to treat and discuss the subject as it actually 
is in itseK and for itself, as it is in its complete reality. 

But not only in this respect, that notion and object, 
the criterion and what is to be tested, are ready to 
hand m consciousness itself, is any addition of ours 
superfluous, but we are also spared the trouble of com- 
paring these two and of makmg an exammation m the 
strict sense of the term; so that in this respect, too, 
smce consciousness tests and exammes itself, aU we are 
left to do i^simply and solely to look on. For conscious- 
ness is, on the one hand, consciousness of the object, 
on the other, consciousness of itself; consciousness 6f 
what to it is true, and consciousness of its knowledge 
of that truth. Smce both are for the same consciousness, 
it is itself their comparison; it is the same consciousness 
that decides and knows whether its knowledge of the 
object corresponds with this object or not. The object, 
it is true, appears only to be in such wise for conscious- 
ness as consciousness knows it. jQptisciousness dp,§g,uot 
seem able to get, so to say, behind it as it is, not for 
consciousness, but in itself, and consequently seems 
also unable to test knowledge by it. But just because 
consciousness has, in general, knowledge of an object, 
there is already present the distmction that the mherent 
nature, what the object is in itseH, is one thmg to 
consciousness, while knowledge, or the bemg of the 
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, object /or consciousness, is another moment. Upon this 
clistmction, which is present as a fact, the exammation 
turns. Should both, when thus compared, not corre- 
spond, consciousness seems bound to alter its knowledge, 
in order to make it fit the object. But in the alteration 
of the knowledge, the object itself also, in point of fact, 
IS altered ; for the loiowledge which existed was essen- 
tially a Imowledge of the object; with change in the 
knowledge, the object also becomes different, since it 
belonged essentially to this knowledge. Hence con- 
sciousness comes to find that what formerly to it was 
the essence is not what is per se, or what was per se 
was only per se for consciousness. Since, then, in the 
case of its object consciousness finds its knowledge not 
correspondmg with this object, the object likewise fails 
to hold out; or the standard for examining is altered 
when that, whose criterion this standard was to be, 
does not hold its ground m the course of the examma- 
tion ; and the examination is not only an examination 
of knowledge, but also of the criterion used in the 
process. 

This dialectic process which consciousness executes 
on itself — on its knowledge as well as on its object — 
in the sense that out of it the new and true object 
arises, is precisely what is termed Experience. In this 
connection, there is a moment m the process just 
mentioned which should be brought into more decided 
prommence, and by which a new light is cast on the 
scientific aspect of the following exposition. Conscious- 
ness knows somethmg; this somethmg is the essence 
or what is per se. This object, however, is also the per 
se, the inherent reality, for consciousness. Hence comes 
ambiguity of this truth. Consciousness, as we see, has 
now two objects; one is the first per se, the second is 
the existence for consciousness of this per se. The last 

' object appears at first sight to be merely the reflection 
of coi^dousness into itself, i.e. an idea not of an object. 
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but solely of its knowledge of that first object. But, 
as was already indicated, by that very process the first ’ 
object IS altered, it ceases to be what is per se, and 
becomes consciously somethmg which is per se only 
for consciousness. Consequently, then, what this real 
per se is for consciousness is truth: which, however, 
means that this is the essential reality, or the object 
■v^diich consciousness has. This new object contams the 
nothmgness of the first; the new object is the experience 
concemmg that first object. 

In this treatment of the course of experience, there 
is an element m virtue of which it does not seem to be 
in agreement with what is ordmarily understood by 
experience. The transition from the first object and 
the knowledge of it to the other object, m regard to 
which we say we have had experience, was so stated 
that the knowledge of the first object, the existence for 
consciousness of the first ens per se, is itself to be the 
second object. But it usually seems that we learn by ex- 
perience the untruth of our first notion by appealing to 
some other object which we may happen to find casually 
and externally; so that, in general, what we have is 
merely the bare and simple apprehension of what is 
m and for itself. On the view above given, however, 
the new object is seen to have come about by a trans- 
formation or conversion of consciousness itself. This 
way of looking at the matter is our domg, what we 
contribute; by its means the series of experiences 
through which consciousness passes is lifted into a 
scientifically constituted sequence, but this do^* not 
exist for the consciousness we contemplate ^ \ 

sider. We have here, however, the same spr 


cumstance, again, of which we spoke a she 
when deahng with the relation of thi^*” 
scepticism, viz. thayhe result which 
about in the case untrue 

cannot possibly ^S^^^^to an 
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must necessarily be taken as the negation of that of 
which it is a result — ^a result which contains what truth 
the preceding mode of knowledge has in it. In the 
present instance the position takes this form: smce 
what at first appeared as object is reduced, when it 
passes mto consciousness, to what knowledge takes it 
to be, and the implicit nature, the real in itself, becomes 
what this entity per se is for consciousness', this latter 
IS the new object, whereupon there appears also a new 
mode or embodiment of consciousness, of which the 
essence is something other than that of the preceding 
mode. It is this circumstance which carries forward the 
whole succession of the modes or attitudes of conscious- 
ness in their own necessity. It is only this necessity, 
this origmation of the new object — ^which offers itself 


to consciousness without consciousness knowmg how 
it comes by it — ^that to us, who watch the process, is 
to be seen going on, so to say, behind its back. Thereby 
there enters mto its process a moment of bemg per se 
or of bemg for us, which is not expressly presented to 
that consciousness which is m the gnp of experience 
itself. The content, however, of what we see arising, 
exists for it, and we lay hold of and comprehend 
merely its formal character, i.e. its hare origmation; 
for it, what has thus arisen has merely the character 
of object, while, for us, it appears at the same time 


as a process and co min g mto beings 
In virtue of that necessity this pathway to science 
is itself eo ipso science, and is, moreover, as regards its 
®on^^. Science of the Experience of Oonscion.'iiness - 
u^^» xpenence which consciousness has concerning 
by Its essential principle, embrace no thin g 
entire system of consciousness, the whole 
itruth of mind, and m such wise that the 
are set fortiV.in the specific and 


y.hey here po" 
they/ 


-i.e. not as abstract 
^sciousness, or as 
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consciousness itself appears in its relation to them, and 
in virtue of which they are moments of the whole, are ' 
embodiments or modes of consciousness. In pressmg 
forward to its true form of existence, consciousness will 
come to a point at which it lays aside its semblance of 
being hampered with what is foreign to it, with what is 
only for it and exists as an other, it will reach a position 
where appearance becomes identified with essence, 
where, in consequence, its exposition comcides with 
]ust this very point, this very stage of the science 
proper of mmd. And, finally, when it grasps this its 
own essence, it will connote the nature of absolute 
knowledge itself 




A 


CONSCIOUSNESS! 


^ In addition to the works mentioned on p 40 (note), the reader may 
be referred to the analysis of Sensation and^er^pfaon m Plato’s 
nUieaetetus, and to Bradley’s Appearand and Reqhty, Chaps II, V, 
VnTaSdXIX ^ 




I 


CERTAINTY AT THE LEVEL OE SENSE EXPERIENCE 
—THE “THIS”, AND “MEANING” 

The knowledge, which is at the start or immediately 
onr object, can be nothing else than just that which 
is immediate knowledge, knowledge of the immediate, 
of what IS. We have, in dealmg with it, to proceed, 
too, in an immediate way, to accept what is given, not 
altermg anything m it as it is presented before us, and 
keepmg mere apprehension (Auffassen) free from con- 
ceptual comprehension (Begreifen). 

The concrete content, which sensuous certainty fur- 
nishes, makes this pnma facie appear to be the richest 
kmd of knowledge, to be even a knowledge of endless 
wealth — a wealth to which we can as little find any 
limit when we traverse its extent in space and time, 
where that content is presented before us, as when we 
take a fragment out of the abundance it offers us and 
by dividing and dividmg seek to penetrate its intent. 
Besides that, it seems to be the truest, the most authen- 
tic knowledge: for it has not as yet dropped anythmg 
from the obj'ect; it has the obj’ect before itself in its 
entirety and completeness. This bare fact of certainty, 
however, is really and admittedly the abstractest and 
the poorest kmd of truth. It merely says regarding what 
it knows: it is; and its truth contains solely the heing 
of the fact it knows. Consciousness, on its part, m the 
case of this form of certainty, takes the shape merely 
of pure Ego. In other words, I in such a case am merely 
qua pure This, and the object likewise is merely qua pure 
This I, this I^ am certam of this 

fact before me, ' ' I qua consciousness have 

developed mysel on with it and m manifold 

ways set though ibout it: and not, agam, 

because the fae¥ of which I am certain, m 
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virtue of its having a multitude of distinct quahties, was 
"replete with possible modes of relation and a variety 
of connections with other things. Neither has an3rthing 
to do with the truth sensuous certamty con tarns: neither 
the I_nor the thing has here the meaning of a manifold 
relation with a variety of other things, of mediation m 
a variety of ways. The I does not contain or imply a 
manifold of ideas, the I here does not tMnh: nor does 
the thing mean what has a multiplicity of qualities. 
Rather, the thmg, the fact, is ; and it is merely because 
it is. It IS — ^that IS the essential point for sense-know- 
ledge, and that bare fact of hdng, that simple imme- 
diacy, constitutes its truth. In the same way the cer- 
tamty qua relation, the certainty “of” something, is an 
immediate pure relation; consciousness is I — ^nothing 
more, a pure this; the individual consciousness knows 
a pure this, or knows what is individual. 

But, when we look closely, there is a good deal more 
implied in that bare pure being, which constitutes the 
kernel of this form of certainty, and is given out by 
it as its truth. A concrete actual certainty of sense is 
not merely this pure immediacy, but an example, an 
instance, of that immediacy. Amongst the innumerable 
distmctions that here come to light, we find in aU cases 
the fundamental difference — ^viz. that m sense-experi- 
ence pure being at once breaks up into the two “thises”, 
as we have called them, one this as I, and one as object. 
When we reflect ^ on this distinction, it is seen that 
neither the one nor the other is merely immediate, 
merely is in sense-certainty, but is at the same time 
mediated'. I have the certamty through the other, viz. 
through the actual fact; and this, again, exists m that 
certainty through an other, vm t hrough the I. 

It IS not only wc who mal^^^^^i^hction of essential 
truth and particular exam;^^^^ssenco and mstance, 
immediacy and mediation ihm sense-certainty 

^ I e foi the ptirposes to. anal^^sio 
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itseK, and it has to be taken up in the form in which it^ 
exists there, not as we have just determined it. One 
of them IS put forward in it as existing in simple 
immediacy, as the essential reality, the object. The 
other, however, is put forward as the non-essential, as 
mediated, something which is not per se in the certainty, 
but there through something else, ego, a state of know- 
ledge which only knows the object because the object 
IS, and which can as well be as not be. The object, 
however, is the real truth, is the essential reality; it is, 
quite indifferent to whether it is known or not; it 
remams and stands even though it is not known, while 
the knowledge does not exist if the object is not there. 

We have thus to consider as to the object, whether 
m pomt of fact it does exist in sense-certamty itself as 
such an essential reality as that certamty gives it out to 
be; whether its meaning and notion, which is to be 
essential reality, corresponds to the way it is present 
in that certamty. We have for that purpose not to 
reflect about it and ponder what it might be m 
truth, but to deal with it merely as sense-certainty 
contains it. 

Sense-certamty itself has thus to be asked: What is 
the This’ If we take it in the two-fold form of its 
existence, as the Now and as the Here, the dialectic 
it has in it wiU take a form as mteUigible as the This 
itself. To the question. What is the Now’ we reply, 
for example, the Now is night-time To test the truth 
of this certainty of sense, a simple experiment is all 
we need: write that truth down. A truth cannot lose 
anythmg by being written down, and just as little by 
our preserving and keeping it. If we look agam at the 
truth we have wTitt|nn^^ffiia_ijQpk at it now, at this 
noon-time, we shall h» 
become out of date. 

The Now that is ni* 
as what it is given oj 

% 


IS turned stale and 


|d, i.e. it IS treated 
Imething which is; 
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,but it proves to be rather a something which is not. 
The Now itself no doubt maintains itseh, but as what 
IS not night; similarly in its relation to the day which 
the Now IS at present, it maintams itself as somethmg 
that IS also not day, or as altogether somethmg negative. 
This self-maintaining Now is therefore not something 
immediate but something mediated , for, qua something 
that remains and preserves itself, it is determined 
through and hy means of the fact that somethmg else, 
namely day and night, is not. Thereby it is just as much 
as ever it was before. Now, and in being this simple 
fact, it is indifferent to what is stiU associated with it ; 
just as little as night or day is its being, it is just as 
truly also day and night; it is not in the least affected 
by this otherness through which it is what it is. A simple 
entity of this sort, which is by and through negation, 
which IS neither this nor that, which is a not-this, and 
with equal indifference this as weU as that — a thmg 
of this kind we call a Universal. The Universal is 
therefore in point of fact the truth of sense-certainty, 
the true content of sense-experience. 

It is as a universal, too, that we ^ give utterance to 
sensuous fact. What we say is: “This”, i.e. the universal 
this; or we say: “it is”, i e. being in general. Of course 
we do not present before our mmd m saymg so the 
universal this, or being in general, but we utter what 
is universal; in other words, we do not actually and 
absolutely say what in this sense-certamty we really 
mean. Language, however, as we see, is the more truth- 
ful; in it we ourselves refute directly and at once our 
own “meaning” ; and since universality is the real truth 
of sense-certamty, and language merely expresses th%s 
truth, it is not pos^i^^^^^j^^or us even to express 
in words any sen^‘**^ 'W^hich we “mean”. 

The same will 5^ ^n we take the Here, 

the other form of »Here is e.g. the tree. 

^ I e the r* ^here analysed 
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I turn about and this truth has disappeared and has^ 
changed round into its opposite: the Here is not a tree, 
but a house. The Here itself does not disappear; it is 
and remains m the disappearance of the house, tree, 
and so on, and is indifferently house, tree. The This 
IS shown thus agam to be mediated simplicity, in other 
words, to be universality. 

Pure being, then, remains as the essential element 
for this sense-certamty, smce sense-certamty in its very 
nature proves the universal to be the truth of its object. 
But that pure being is not in the form of something 
immediate, but of somethmg m which the process of 
negation and mediation is essential. Consequently it 
is not what we intend or “mean” by being, but being 
with the characteristic that it is an abstraction, the 
purely universal; and our intended “meanmg”, which 
takes the truth of sense-certamty to be not something 
universal, is alone left standmg m contrast to this 
empty, indifferent Now and Here. 

If we compare the relation in which knowledge and 
the object first stood with the relation they have come 
to assume in this result, it is found to be just the reverse 
of what first appeared. The object, which professed to 
be the essential reality, is now the non-essential element 
of sense-certamty; for the universal, whmh the object 
has come to be, is no longer such as the object essen- 
tially was to be for sense-certainty. The certamty is 
now found to he in the opposite element, namely in 
knowledge, which formerly was the non-essential factor. 
Its truth lies m the object as my {meinem) object, or 
lies m the “meaning” {Meinen), in what I “mean”; it 
is, because 1 know it. Sense-certamty is thus indeed 
banished from the object, but it is not yet thereby 
done away with; it is merely forced back mto the I. 
We have stiU to see what experience reveals regardmg 
its reahty in this sense. 

The force of its truth thus lies now m the I, m the 
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immediate fact of my seeing, hearing, and so on; the 
disappearance of the particular Now and Here that we 
“mean” is prevented by the fact that I keep hold on 
them. The Now is daytime, because I see it; the Here 
IS a tree for a similar reason. Sense-certainty, however, 
goes through, in this connection, the same dialectic 
process as in the former case. I, this I, see the tree, 
and assert the tree to be the Here; another I, however, 
sees the house and maintains the Here is not a tree 
but a house. Both truths have the same authenticity — 
the immediacy of seeing and the certamty and assurance 
both have as to their specific way of knowing; but the 
one certainty disappears in the other. 

In all this, what does not disappear is the I qua 
imiversal, whose seeing is neither the seeing of this tree 
nor of this house, but just seeing sim'phc'kter, which is 
mediated through the negation of this house, etc., and, 
in being so, is aU the same simple and indifierent to 
what is associated with it, the house, the tree, and so 
on. I IS merely universal, like Now, Here, or This m 
general. No doubt I “mean” an individual I, but just 
as little as I am able to say what I “mean” by Now, 
Here, so it is impossible m the case of the I too. By 
saying “this Here”, “this Now”, “an individual thing”, 
I say all Thises, Heres, Nows, or Individuals. In the 
same way when I say “I”, “this mdividual I”, I say 
quite generally “all Ps”, every one is what I say, every 
one is “I”, this individual I. When philosophy is 
requested, by way of putting it to a crucial test — ^a 
test which it could not possibly sustain — ^to “deduce”, 
to “construe”, “to find a prion”, or however it is put, 
a so-called thu thtng, or this particular man^ it is 
reasonable that the person makmg this demand should 
say what “this thmg”, or what “this I”, he means: but 
to say this is quite impossible. 

Sense-certainty discovers by experience, therefore, 

^ Cf Eacyclo § 260. 
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that its essential nature lies neither in the object nor 
in the I; and that the immediacy peculiar to it is 
neither an immediacy of the one nor of the other For, 
in the case of both, what I “mean” is rather something 
non-essential; and the object and the I are universals, 
in which that Now and Here and I, which I “mean”, 
do not hold out, do not exist. We arrive in this way 
at the result, that we have to put the whole of sense- 
certamty as its essential reality, and no longer merely 
one of its moments, as happened m both cases, where 
first the object as against the I, and then the I, was 
to be its true reality Thus it is only the whole sense- 
certainty itself which persists therein as immediacy, 
and m consequence excludes from itself all the opposi- 
tion which in the foregoing had a place there. 

This pure immediacy, then, has nothing more to do 
with the fact of otherness, with Here in the form of a 
tree passing into a Here that is not a tree, with Now 
in the sense of day-time changmg into a Now that is 
night-time, or with there bemg an other I to which 
somethmg else is object. Its truth stands fast as a self- 
identical relation makmg no distmction of essential and 
non-essential, between I and object, and into which, 
therefore, in general, no distinction can find its way. 
I, this I, assert, then, the Here as tree, and do not turn 
round so that for me Here might become not a tree, 
and I take no notice of the fact that another I finds 
the Here as not-tree, or that I myself at some other 
time take the Here as not-tree, the Now as not-day. 
I am directly conscious, I intuit and nothing more, I 
am pure mtuition; I am — seeing, looking. For myself 
I stand by the fact, the Now is day-time, or, again, by 
the fact the Here is tree, and, agam, do not compare 
Here and Now themselves with one another; I take 
my stand on one immediate relation: the Now is 
day. 

Since, then, this certainty wholly refuses to come 
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out if we direct its attention to a Now that is night 
or an I to whom it is night, we will go to it and let 
ourselves point out the Now that is asserted. We must 
let ourselves point it out for the truth of this immediate 
relation is the truth of this ego which restricts itself 
to a Now or a Here. Were we to examme this truth 
afterwards, or stand at a distance from it, it would 
have no meaning at all; for that would do away with 
the immediacy, which is of its essence. We have there- 
fore to enter the same pomt of time or of space, indicate 
them, point them out to ourselves, i.e. we must let 
ourselves take the place of the very same I, the very 
same This, which is the subject knowmg with certainty. 
Let us, then, see how that immediate is constituted, 
which is shown to us 

The Now is pointed out; this Now. “Now”; it has 
already ceased to be when it is pointed out. The Now 
that is, is other than the one indicated, and we see 
that the Now is ]ust this — to be no longer the very 
time when it is. The Now as it is shown to us is one 
that has been, and that is its truth; it does not have 
the truth of bemg, of something that is. No doubt this 
IS true, that it has been, but what has been is in point 
of fact not genuinely real, it is not, and the point in 
question concerned what is, concerned bemg. 

In thus pomting out the Now we see then merely a 
process which takes the follmving course: First I point 
out the Now, and it is asserted to be the truth. I point 
it out, however, as something that has been, or as some- 
thing cancelled and done away with. I thus annul and 
pass beyond that first truth and in the second place 
I now assert as the second truth that it has been, that 
it is superseded. But, thirdly, what has been is not; I 
then supersede, cancel, its having been, the fact of its 
being annulled, the second truth, negate thereby the 
negation of the Now and return in so doing to the first 
position: that Now is. The Now and pomting out the 
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Now are thus so constituted that neither the one nor^ 
the other is an immediate simple fact, but a process 
with diverse moments m it. A This is set up; it is, 
however, rather an other that is set up; the This is 
superseded: and this otherness, this cancellmg of the 
former, is itself agam annulled, and so turned hack to' 
the first. But this first, reflected thus into itself, is not 
exactly the same as it was to begin with, namely some- 
thing immediate: rather it is a somethmg reflected- 
tnto-self , a simple entity which remams m its otherness, 
what it is: a Now which is any number of Nows. And 
that IS the genuinely true Now; the Now is simple 
day-time which has many Nows withm it — ^hours. A 
Now of that sort, again — an hour — ^is similarly many 
mmutes; and this Now — a mmute — ^m the same way 
many Nows and so on. Showing, indicatmg, pointing 
out [the Now] IS thus itself the very process which 
expresses what the Now in truth really is: namely a 
result, or a plurahty of Nows aU taken together. And 
the pointmg out is the way of getting to know, of 
experiencing, that Now is a universal. 

The Here pomted out, which I keep hold of, is hke- 
wise a this Here which, in fact, is not this Here, but a 
Before and Behmd, an Above and Below, a Right and 
Left. The Above is itself likewise this manifold other- 
ness — above, below, etc. The Here, which was to be 
pointed out, disappears in other Heres, and these dis- 
appear similarly. What is pomted out, held fast, and 
is permanent, is a negative This, which only is so when 
the Heres are taken as they should be, but therein 
cancel one another; it is a simple complex of many 
Heres. The Here that is “meant” would be the pomt. 
But it IS not: rather, when it is pointed out as being, 
as havmg existence, that very act of pomting out 
proves to be not immediate knowledge, but a process, 
a movement from the Here “meant” through a plurality 
of Heres to the universal Here, which is a simple 
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plurality of Heres, just as day is a simple plurality of 
Nows. 

It is clear from all this that the dialectic process 
involved in sense-certainty is nothing else than the 
mere history of its process — of its experience | and 
sense-certainty itself is nothing else than simply this 
history. The naive consciousness, too, for that reason, 
is of itself always coming to this result, which is the 
real truth in this ease, and is always having experience 
of it; but IS always forgettmg it agam and beginning 
the process all over. It is therefoie astonishing when, 
in defiance of this experience, it is announced as 
“universal experience” — ^nay, even as a philosophical 
doctrme, the outcome, in fact, of scepticism — that the 
reality or being of external things in the sense of 
“Thises”, particular sense objects, has absolute validity 
and truth for consciousness. One who makes such an 
assertion really does not know what he is saying, does 
not Imow that he is stating the opposite of what he 
wants to say. The truth for consciousness of a “This” 
of sense is said to be universal experience, but the very 
opposite is universal experience. Every consciousness 
of itself cancels agam, as soon as made, such a truth 
as e.g. the Here is a tree, or the Now is noon, and 
expresses the very opposite: the Here is not a tree but 
a house. And similarly it straightway cancels agam the 
assertion which here annuls the first, and which is also 
just such an assertion of a sensuous This. And in all 
sengfijceria Linty what we find by exnerience is in truth 
. merely, a s we have seen, that “This” is a un iver sal, the 
very opposite of what tha'h assertion mamtaine^ be 
umversal experience. 

We may be permitted here, in this appeal to universal 
experience, to anticipate ^ with a reference to the prac- 
tical sphere. In this connection we may answer those 
\who thus insist on the truth and certainty of the reality 

^ Of Analysis of Desire, p, 220 
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of objects of sense, by saying that they had better be 
sent back to the most elementary school of wisdom, 
the ancient Eleusmian mysteries of Ceres and Bacchus ; 
they have not yet learnt the inner secret of the eatmg 
of bread and the drmking of wine. For one who is 
mitiated mto these mysteries not only comes to doubt 
the being of things of sense, but gets mto a state of 
despair about it altogether; and in dealing with them 
he partly himself brings about the nothmgness of those 
thmgs, partly he sees these bring about their own 
nothmgness. Even animals are not shut off from this 
wisdom, but show they are deeply initiated mto it. 
For they do not stand stock stiff before things of sense 
as if these were thmgs per se, with bemg m themselves : 
they despair of this reality altogether, and m complete 
assurance of the nothingness of thmgs they faU-to 
without more ado and eat them up. And all nature 
proclaims, as animals do, these open secrets, these 
mysteries revealed to aU, which teach what the truth 
of thmgs of sense is. 

Those who put forward such assertions really them- 
selves say, if we bear in mmd what we remarked before, 
the direct opposite of what they mean: a fact which 
IS perhaps best able to bring them to reflect on the 
nature of the certamty of sense-experience. They speak 
of the “existence” of external objects, which can be 
more precisely characterized as actual, absolutely par- 
ticular, wholly personal, individual thmgs, each of them 
not like anythmg or anyone else; this is the existence 
which they say has absolute certamty and truth. They 
“mean” this bit of paper I am writmg on, or rather 
have written on: but they do not say what they “mean”. 
If they really wanted to say this bit of paper which 
they “mean”, and they wanted to say so, that is 
impossible, because the This of sense, which is “meant”, 
cannot be reached by language, which belongs to con- 
sciousness, i.e. to what is inherently universal. In the 
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very attempt to say it, it would, therefore, crumble 
m their hands; those who have begun to describe it 
would not be able to finish domg so: they would have 
to hand it over to others, who would themselves m the 
last resort have to confess to speakmg about a thing 
that has no bemg. They “mean”, then, doubtless this 
bit of paper here, which is quite different from that 
bit over there; but they speak of actual thmgs, external 
or sensible objects, absolutely individual, real, and 
so on; that is, they say about them what is simply 
universal. Consequently what is called unspeakable is 
nothmg else than what is untrue, irrational, somethmg 
barely and simply “meant”. 

If nothing IS said of a thmg except that it is an actual 
thing, an external object, this only makes it the most 
universal of aU possible thmgs, and thereby we express 
its likeness, its identity, with everything, rather than 
its difference from everythmg else. When I say “an 
individual thing”, I at once state it to be really quite 
a universal, for everythmg is an individual thmg: and 
m the same way “this thmg” is everythmg and any- 
thing we like. More precisely, as this bit of paper, each 
and every paper is a “this bit of paper”, and I have 
thus said aU the while what is universal. If I want, 
however, to help out speech — ^which has the divme 
nature of directly tummg the mere “meanmg” right 
round about, makmg it mto somethmg else, and so not 
lettmg it ever come the length of words at aU — by 
pointmg out this bit of paper, then I get the experience 
of what IS, m pomt of fact, the real truth of sense- 
certamty. I pomt it out as a Here, which is a Here of 
other Heres, or is m itself simply many Heres together, 
i.e. is a umversal. I take it up then, as m truth it is; 
and mstead of knowmg somethmg immediate, I “take” 
somethmg “truly”, I 'p&r-ceive {wahrnehme, per-cipio). 
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PERCEPTION OR THINGS AND THEIR 
DECEPTIVENESS l 

In this as in the preceding section apprehension is effected under 
conditions of sense But whereas in the preceding type of consciousness 
the universality which knowledge implies and requires no sooner ap- 
peared than it melted away, here m Perception we start from a certain 
stability in the manner of apprehension, and a certain constancy in the 
content apprehended The universality in this case satisfies more com- 
pletely the demands of knowledge The problem for further analysis is 
to find the form which the universal here assumes and to determine the 
way m which the unity of the object (the “thing”) holds together its 
essential differences The result shows that the unity of the thing qua 
umty IS only admissible as an unqualified or non sensuous unity. It 
is a universal, but as such, not conditioned by sense, it is a pure 
or “unconditioned” universal — a thought proper Bemg undetermmed 
by sense, it transcends sense -apprehension, and so transcends perception 
proper, and compels the mind to adopt another cognitive attitude m 
Older to apprehend it This new attitude is Under standmg 

The foliowmg section is thus indirectly an analysis and a criticism of 
the doctrine which reduces or confines knowledge to perception It 
shows that the position “esse est percipi” must give way to the principle 
“ess© est intelligi” 


^ Cp W^ssen8chaft der Logih, Buoh 2, Absch. 2, Kap4 L Das Dmg und 
seme Eigenschaften, etc. 

r, 
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Immediate certainty does not make the truth its own, 
for its truth is something universal, whereas certainty 
wants to deal with the This . Perception, on the other 
hand, takes what exists for it to he a umversal. Uni- 
versahty bemg its prmeiple in general, its moments 
immediately distmguished withm it are also universal ; 
J is a universal, and the object is a universal. That 
principle has arisen and come into being for us who 
are tracmg the course of experience; and our process 
of apprehending what perception is, therefore, is no 
longer a contmgent series of acts of apprehension, as 
is the case with the apprehension of sense-certamty; 
it is a logically necessitated process. With the origina- 
tion of the prmeiple, both the moments, which as they 
appear merely fall apart as happenings, have at once 
together come into being: the one, the process of 
pointmg out and mdicating, the other the same pro- 
cess, but as a simple fact — ^the former the process of 
perceivmg, the latter the object perceived. The object 
is in its essential nature the same as the process; the 
latter is the unfolding and distingmshmg of the elements 
involved; the object is these same elements taken and 
held together as a single totahty. For us (tracing the 
process) or in itseK,^ the umversal, qua principle, is 
the essence of perception; and as against this abstrac- 
tion, both the moments distinguished — ^that which 
perceives and that which is perceived — ^are what is 

^ This expiession. refers to the distinction already made m the Intio- 
duction, between the point of view of the Fhmomenology and that 
of the actual consciousness whose procedure is being analysed m the 
Phenomenology That is “for us*^ which we (i e the philosophical 
“we”) are aware of by way of anticipation, but which has not yet 
been evolved objectively and explicitly, it is intelligible, but not yet 
intellectually reahzed That is “m itself’^ {an sich), which is unphcit, 
inherent, or potential, and hence not yet exphcitly developed. The 
terms “for us’* and “in itself** are thus strictly alternative, the former 
looks at the matter from the pomt of view of the plnlosophical subject, 
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non-essential. But in point of fact, because both are 
themselves the universal, or the essence, they are both 
essential: but since they are related as opposites, only 
one can in the relation (constituting perception) be the 
essential moment; and the distmction of essential and 
non-essential has to be shared between them. The one 
characterized as the simple fact, the object, is the 
essence, quite indifferent as to whether it is perceived 
or not: perceivmg, on the other hand, bemg the pro- 
cess, is the insubstantial, the inconstant factor, which 
can be as well as not be, is the non-essential moment. 

This object we have now to determine more precisely, 
and to develop this determinate character from the 
result arrived at: the more detailed development does 
not fall in place here. Since its principle, the universal, 
is in its simphcity a mediated prmciple, the object must 
express this explicitly as its own inherent nature. The 
object shows itself by so domg to be the thing with 
many properties. The wealth of sense-knowledge belongs 
to perception, not to immediate certamty, where aU 
that wealth was merely something alongside and by 
the way; for it is only perception that has negation, 
distmction, midtiplicity in its very nature. 

The This, then, is established as not This, or as 
superseded, and yet not nothing (simpliciter), but a 
determinate nothing, a nothmg with a certam con- 
tent, VIZ. the This. The sense-element is m this way 
itself still present, but not in the form of some par- 
ticular that IS “meant” — as had to be the case in imme- 
diate certamty — ^but as a universal, as that which will 
have the character of a property. Cancelling, super- 
sedmg, brings out and lays bare its true twofold meanmg 

the latter from the point of view of the object discussed by the philo- 
sopher The implicit nature of the object can only be *^for us’’ who 
are thinkmg about the object and what we have m mmd can only 
be implicitly true of the object The alternative disappears when the 
explicit nature of the object is what “we’* explicitly take the object 
to be 



164 PHENOMENOLOGY OE MIND 

which we found contained in the negative: to supeisede 
(aufheben) is at once to negate and to preserve. The 
nothing being a negation of the This, preserves imme- 
diacy and is itself sensuous, but a universal immediacy. 
Bemg, however, is a universal by its having in it media- 
tion or negation. When it brings this explicitly out as 
a factor in its immediacy, it is a specifically distinct 
determinate property. As a result, there are many such 
properties set up at once, one the negation of the other. 
Smce they are expressed in the simple form of the 
universal, these determinate characters — ^which, strictly 
speaking, become properties only by a further additional 
characteristic — are self-related, are indifferent to each 
other, each is by itself, free from the rest. The simple 
self-identical universality, however, is itself again dis- 
tmct and detached from these determinate characteris- 
tics it has. It is pure self-relation, the ‘‘medium” 
wherein aU these characteristics exist: m it, as in a bare, 
simple unity, they interpenetrate without affecting one 
another; for just by participating in this universality 
they are indifferent to each other, each by itself. 

' This abstract universal medium, which we can call 
“Thinghood” in general or pure essential reality, is 
nothing else than the Here and Now as this on analysis 
turned out to be, yiz. a simple togetherness of many 
Heres and Nows;^l3ut the many (in the present case) 
are in their determinateness themselves simply univer- 
sals. This salt is a simple Here and at the same time 
manifold: it is white, and also pungent, also cubical in 
shape, also of a specific weight, and so on. All these 
many properties exist m a simple Here, where they 
interpenetrate each other. None of these has a different 
Here from the others; each is everywhere in the same 
Here where the others are. And at the same time, 
without being divided by different Heres, they do not 
affect each other m their interpenetration; its being 
white does not affect or alter the cubical-shape it has, 
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and neither affects its tart taste, and so on: on the 
contrary, since each is simple relation to self, it leaves 
the others alone and is related to these merely by bemg 
also along with them, a relation of mere indifference. 

' This “Also” is thus the pure universal itself, the 
“medium”, the “Thmghood” keeping them together. 

In this relation, which has emerged, it is merely the 
character of positive universality that is first noticed 
and developed. But there is still a side presented to 
view which must also be taken into account. It is this. 
If the many determinate properties were utterly m- 
different to each other, and were entirely related to 
themselves alone, they would not be determmate; for 
they are so, merely in so far as they are d%sUngms'hed 
and related to others as their opposites. In view of this 
opposition, however, they cannot exist together in the 
bare and simple unity of their “medium”, which unity 
is just as essential to them as negation. The process of 
distmguishing them, so far as it does not leave them 
indifferent, but effectually excludes, negates one from 
another, thus falls outside this simple “medium”. And 
this, consequently, is not merely an “also”, an umty 
indifferent to what is in it, hut a “one” as well, an 
excluding repelling unity. 

The “One” is the moment of negation, as, m a direct 
and simple manner, relatmg itself to itself, and excluding 
an other: and is that by which “Thinghood” is deter- 
mined qua Thing. In the property of a thmg the nega- 
tion takes the form of a specific determinateness, which 
is directly one with the immediacy of its being, an 
immediacy which, by this unity with negation, is 
universality. Qua “one”, however, negation, the specific 
quality, takes a form in which it is freed from this 
unity with the object, and exists per se on its own 
account. 

These moments taken together exhaust the nature 
of the Thing, the truth of perception, so far as it is 
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necessary to develop it here. It is (1) a universality, 

’ passive and indifferent, the “also” which forms the sole 
bond of connection between the qualities, or rather 
constituent elements, “matters”, existing together; 
(2) negation, likewise in a simple form, or the “one”, 
which consists in exclvding properties of an opposite 
character; and (3) the many properties themselves, the 
relation of the two first moments — the negation, as it 
is related to that indifferent element, and in being so 
expands into a manifold of differences, the focal pomt 
of particularity radiatmg forth mto plurality within the 
“medium” of subsistence. Takmg the aspect that these 
differences belong to a “medium” indifferent to what 
is wuthm it, they are themselves universal, they are 
related merely to themselves and do not affect each 
other. Taking, however, the other aspect, that they 
belong to the negative unity, they at the same time 
mutually exclude one another; but do so necessarily in 
the shape of properties that have a separate existence 
apart from the “also” connecting them. The sensuous 
universality, the immediate unity of positive being and 
negative exclusion, is only then a property, when one- 
ness and pure universality are evolved from it and 
distinguished from one another, and when that sen- 
suous universahty combmes these with one another. 
Only after this relation of the unity to those pure 
essential moments is effected, is the “Thing” complete. 

This, then, is the way the “Thing” m perception is 
constituted, and consciousness is perceptual in character 
so far as this “Thing” is its object: it has merely to 
take” the object {capio — 'pev-cepUon) and assume the 
attitude of pure apprehension, and what comes its way 
m so doing is truth {das Wahre). If it did somethmg 
when taking the given, it would by such supplemen- 
tation or ehmination alter the truth. Smce the object ' 
is the true and umversal, the self-same, while conscious- 
ness 18 the variable and non-essential, it may happen 
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that consciousness apprehends the object wrongly and 
deceives itself. The percipient is aware of the possibihty 
of deception ; for, in the universality forming the prin- 
ciple here, the percipient is directly aware of otherness, 
but aware of it as null and naught, as what is super- 
seded. His criterion of truth is therefore self -sameness, 
and his procedure is that of apprehending what comes 
before him as self-same. Since, at the same time, 
diversity is a fact for him, his procedure is a way of 
relating the diverse moments of his apprehension to one 
another. If, however, in this comparison a want of 
sameness comes out, this is not an untruth on the part 
of the object (for the object is the self-same), but on 
the part of perception. 

Let us now see what sort of experience consciousness 
forms in the course of its actual perception. We, who 
are analysing the process, find this experience already 
contamed in the development (just given) of the object 
and of the attitude of consciousness towards it. The 
experience will be merely the development of the con- 
tradictions that appear there. 

The object which I apprehend presents itself as 
purely “one” and single: also, I am aware of the 
“property” {Eigenschaft) m it, a property which is 
universal, thereby transcending the particularity of the 
object. The first form of being, in which the objective 
reality has the sense of a “one”, was thus not its true 
being, and since the object is the true fact here, the 
untruth falls on my side, and the apprehension was not 
correct. On account of the unwersahty of the property ' 
{Eigenschaft) I must rather take the objective entity 
as a commumty {Gemeinschaft) in general. I further 
perceive now the property to be determmate, opposed 
to another and excludmg this other. Thus, in pomt of 
fact, I did not apprehend the object rightly when I 
defined it as a “commonness” or community with 
others, or as continuity; and must rather, talung 
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account of the determinateness of the property, isolate 
parts -wathin the continuity and set down the object 
as a “one” that excludes. In the disintegrated “one” 
I find many such properties, which do not affect one 
another, but are indifferent to one another. Thus I did 
not apprehend the object correctly when I took it for 
something that excludes. The object, instead, just as 
formerly it was merely continuity in general, is now 
a universal common medium where many properties 
m the form of sense universals subsist, each for itself 
and on its own account, and, qua determmate, excluding 
the others. The simple and true fact, which I perceive, 
IS, however, in virtue of this result, not a universal 
medium either, but the particular property by itself, 
which, again, in this form, is neither a property nor 
a determinate being, for it is now neither attached to 
a distinct “one” nor m relation to others. But the par- 
ticular quality is a property only when attached to a 
“one”, and determinate only by relation to others. By 
being this bare relation of self to self, it remains merely 
sensuous existence in general, since it no longer con- 
tams the character of negativity; and the mode of 
consciousness, which is now aware of a being of sense, 
is merely a way of “meaning” {Meinen) or “intending”, 
i.e. it has left the attitude of perception entirely and 
gone back mto itself. But sense existence and “meaning” 
themselves pass over into perception: I am thrown back 
on the beginnmg, and once more dragged into the same 
circuit, that supersedes itself in every moment and as 
a whole. 

Consciousness, then, has to go over this cycle again, 
but not m the same way as on the first occasion. For 
it has found out, regardmg perception, that the truth 
and outcome of perception is its dissolution, is reflection 
out of and away from the truth into itself. In this way 
consciousness becomes definitely aware of how its 
perceptual process is essentially constituted, viz. that 
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this IS not a simple bare apprehension, but in its 
apprehension is at the same time reflected out of the 
true content back into itself. This return of conscious- 
ness mto itself, which is immediately involved and 
implicated in that pure apprehension — for this return 
to self has 13^* ”*X!,^e^essential to perception — ^alters 
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self. The “also”, the distinction of elements indifferent 
to one another, falls doubtless within the thing as well 
as the “oneness”, but smce both are different, they do 
not fall within the same thmg, but m different things. 
The contradiction which is found m the case of the 
objective content as a whole is assigned to and shared 
by two objects. The thing is, thus, doubtless as it stands 
(an und fur sich) selfsame, but this unity with itself 
IS disturbed by other thmgs. In this way the unity of 
the thing is preserved, and, at the same time, the 
otherness is preserved outside the thing, as well as 
outside consciousness. 

Now, although the contradiction in the object is in 
this way allotted to different things, yet the isolated 
individual thing will still be affected with distinction. 
The different thmgs have a subsistence on their own 
account (fur sich ) ; and the conflict between them takes 
place on both sides in such a way that each is not 
different from itself, but only from the other. Each, 
however, is thereby characterized as a somethmg dis- 
tinctive, and contains %n %t essential distinction from 
the others; but at the same time not m such a way 
that this is an opposition withm %ts bemg; on the con- 
trary, it is by itself a simple determmate characteristic 
which constitutes its essential character, distinguishing 
it from others. As a matter of fact, since the diversity 
lies in it, this diversity does indeed necessarily assume 
the form of a real distinction of manifold qualities 
within it. But because the determinate characteristic 
gives the essence of the thing, by which it is distin- 
guished from others, and has a bemg all its own, this 
further manifold constitution is somethmg indifferent. 
The thmg thus no doubt contains in its unity the 
qualifying “m-so-far” in two ways, which have, how- 
ever, unequal significance; and by that qualification 
this oppositeness becomes not a real opposition on the 
part of the thmg itself, but — ^so far as the thing comes 
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into a condition of opposition through its absolute 
distinction — this opposition belongs to the thing with 
reference to an other thing lying outside it. The further 
manifoldness is doubtless necessarily in the thing too, 
and cannot be left out; but it is unessential to the 
thing. 

This determinate characteristic, which constitutes 
the essential character of the thing and distmguishes 
it from all others, is now so defined that thereby the 
thing stands in opposition to others, but must therein 
preserve itself for itself {fur sich). It is, however, a 
thmg, a self-existent “one”, only so far as it does not 
stand in relation to others. For in this relation, the 
connection with another is rather the point emphasized, 
and connection with another means givmg up self- 
existence, means ceasing to have a being on its own 
account. It is precisely through the absolute character 
and its opposition that the thing relates itself to others, 
and is essentially this process of relation, and only this. 
Tlie relation, however, is the negation of its indepen- 
dence, and the thing coUapses through its own essential 
property. 

The necessity of the experience which consciousness 
has to go through in findmg that the thing is destroyed 
just by the very characteristie which constitutes its 
essential nature and its distinctive existence on its own 
account, may, as regards the bare principle it implies, 
be shortly stated thus. The thmg is set up as having 
a bemg of its own, as existmg for itself, or as an 
absolute negation of all otherness; hence it is absolute 
negation merely relating itself to itself. But this kmd 
of negation is the cancelling and superseding of ztself, 
or means that it has its essential reality m an other. 

In point of fact the determination of the object, as 
it (the object) has turned out, contams nothing else. 
It aims at havmg an essential property, constituting 
its bare existence for itself, but with this bare self- 
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existence it means also to embrace and contain divers- 
ity, which IS to be necessary, but is at the same time 
not to constitute its essential characteristic. But this 
IS a distmction that only exists m words; the non- 
essential, which has all the same to be necessary, cancels 
its own meaning, or is what we have just called the 
negation of itself. 

With this the last qualifymg “m-so-far”, which 
separated self-existence and existence for another, 
drops away altogether. The object is really in one and 
the same respect the opposite of itself — ^for itself “so 
far as” it is for another, and for another “so far as” 
it IS for itself. It is for itself, reflected mto self, one; 
but aU this is asserted along with its opposite, with 
its bemg for another, and for that reason is asserted 
merely to be superseded. In other words, this existence 
for itself IS as much unessential as that which alone was 
meant to be unessential, viz. the relation to another. 

By this process the object m its pure characteristics, 
in those features which were to constitute its essential 
nature, is superseded, just as the object in its sensible 
mode of existence became transcended. From being 
sensible it passed mto being a umversal; but this 
universal, because derived from sense, is essentially 
conditioned by it, and hence is, m general, not a 
genuine self -identical universality, but one affected with 
an opposition. For that reason this universality breaks 
up mto the extremes of smgleness and universality, of 
the “one” of the propeities and the “also” of the free 
constituents or “matters”. These pure determmations 
appear to express the essential nature itself ; but they 
are merely a self-existence which is fettered at the same 
time with existence for an other. Smce, however, both 
essentially exist in a smgle unity, we have before us 
now unconditioned absolute universality; and it is here 
that consciousness first truly passes into the sphere of 
Understanding, of Intelligence. 
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Sensible singleness thus disappears in the dialectic 
process of immediate certainty, and becomes univer- 
sahty, but merely sensuous universality. The stage of 
“meaning” has vanished, and perceiving takes the 
object as it inherently is in itself, or, put generally, 
as a universal. Singleness, therefore, makes its appear- 
ance there as true singleness, as the inherent nature 
of the “one”, or as reflectedness into self. This is sthl, 
however, a conditioned self-existence alongside which 
appears another self -existence, the universality opposed 
to smgleness and conditioned by it. But thes'e two 
contradictory extremes are not merely alongside one 
another, but within one unity; or, what is the same 
t hin g, the common element of both, self -existence, is 
entirely fettered to its opposite, i.e. is, at the same 
time, not an existence-for-self. The sophistry of per- 
ception seeks to save these moments from their con- 
tradiction, tries to keep them fixed by distinguishing 
\ between “aspects”, by usmg terms like “also” and “so 
far as”, and seeks in like manner to lay hold on the 
truth by distmguishing the unessential element from 
an essential nature opposed thereto. But these expe- 
dients, instead of keepmg away deception from the 
I process of apprehension, prove rather to be of no avail 
i at all; and the real truth, which should be got at 
through the logic of the perceptual process, proves to 
be in one and the same “aspect” the opposite (of what 
those expedients imply), and consequently to have as 
its essential content undifferentiated and indeterminate 
universality. 

' These empty abstractions of “singleness” and its 
antithetic “universality”, as also of “essence”, that is 
attended vtuth a “non-essential” element, an element 
I which IS all the same “necessary”, are powers the inter- 
play of which constitutes perceptual understanding, 
often called “sound common sense” {Menschenverstand). 
This “healthy common sense”, which takes itself to be 
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the solid substantial type of conscious life, is, in its 
process of perception, merely the sport of these abstrac- 
tions j it IS always poorest where it means to be richest. 
In that it is tossed about by these unreal entities, 
handed from one to the other, and by its sophistry 
“""'■‘.Vours to affirm and hold fast alternately now one, 
le exact opposite, it sets itself against the truth, 
lagmes philosophy has merely to do with “thmgs 
intellect” {Gedanhendinge), merely mampulates 
As a matter of fact, philosophy does have to 
'h them, too, and knows them to be the pure 
al entities, the absolute powers and ultimate 
its. But, in doing so, philosophy knows them at 
me time in their determinate and specific con- 
on, and IS, therefore, master over them; while 
’erceptual understandmg takes them for the real 
and IS led by them from one mistake to another, 
•s not get the length of being aware that there 
bh simple essentialities operatmg withm it and 
atmg its activity; it thmks it has always to do 
j^uite solid material and content; just as sense- 
ity is unaware that its essence is the empty 
^tion of pure bemg. But in point of fact it is these 
jal elements in virtue of which perceptual under- 
Ing makes its way hither and thither through 
^nd of material and content; they are its prm- 
ff coherence and control over its varied material ; 
ilone are what constitutes for consciousness the 


I of sensuous thmgs, what determines their 
|is to consciousness; and they are that in the 
of which the process of perceiving, with the 
^t contamsj runs its course. The course of this 
a perpetual alternate determinmg of the truth 
^persedmg of this determination, constitutes, 
%y speakmg, the constant everyday life and 

f of perceptual inteUigence, of the consciousness 
nks it fives and moves in the truth. In that 

M 



178 


PHENOMENOLOGY OE MIND 


process it adrances, without halt or stay, till the final 
result IS reached, when these essential ultimate elements 
or determinations are aU ahke superseded ; hut in each 
particular moment it is merely conscious of one given 
characteristic as the truth, and then, again, of 
opposite. It no doubt suspects their unessenti^ 
and, to save them from the impendmg danger, itj^ 
to the sophistry of now asserting to be true w> 
had itself just affirmed to be not true. What the li 
of these untrue entities really wants to force this il 
standing to do — ^viz. to brmg together and tlf 
cancel and transcend the ideas about that “ui 
sahty” and “smgleness”, about “also” and 
about that “essentiahty” which is necessarily 
nected with an “unessentiality”, and about an, 
essential” that is yet “necessary” — ^understa 
strives to resist by leaning for support or 
qualifying terms “in-so-far”, “a difference of asj 
or by makmg itself answerable for one idea in ' 
to keep the other separate and preserve it as th, 
one. But the very nature of these abstractions 
them together as they are and of their own a' 
“Sound common sense” is the prey of these 
tions; they carry understanding round m their wl 
circle. When understandmg tries to give them 
by at one time taking then untruth upon itself, 
at another it calls their deceptiveness a mere a 
ance due to the uncertainty and unreliability of t- 
and separates the essential from an element wl 
necessary to them, and yet is to be unessential, h 
the former to be then truth as against the lab 
when understandmg takes this hne, it does not 
them the^r truth, but convicts ^tself of untruth. 
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FORCE AND UNDERSTANDING— THE WORLD OF 
APPEARANCE AND THE SUPERSENSIBLE WORLDS 

The term “force” holds primarily with ref erence to the realm of Nature, 
whether physical or vital but it is also used, more or less analogically, 
m reference to other spheres, e g morality It is the objective counter 
part of the activity of “understanding”, it is objectively the same 
land of relation of unity to differences which is subjectively reahzed 
when the mind understands Force is a self -conditioned principle of 
unity, the differences are the “expressions of force”, the umty evolves 
the differences ont of itself Understandmg similarly is a self -conditioned 
process, it consists m reducmg differences to some ultimate unity, 
which IS capable of derivmg or “explammg” those differences from 
itself The “unconditioned umversal” to which we are led by the 
analysis of perception takes shape, therefore, as “force” The question 
IS, How are the elements of this unconditioned universal related, and 
how do they hold together ? The answer is foimd an the highest aciueve- 
ment of the opeiation of understandmg — the estabhshment of a 
“kmgdom of laws”, which in its entirety is the meaning of the world 
so far as understanding goes But laws per se are looked on as an inner 
realm, which merely “appears” m the detailed particulars which those 
laws control, and m which those laws are made manifest The differences, 
m fact, are “phenomena”, the laws per se are behind the scenes — the 
world as a whole thus becomes distinguished into a realm of phenomena 
and a realm of noumena These two realms set a new problem to the 
mmd, and must again be brought together in a completer way than 
imderstandmg can do This new state of consciousness is “self -con- 
sciousness”. 

In this section we have at once an analysis of empiricism and a 
criticism ot the Kantian solution of the problem of empiricism It is' 
shown that if phenomena are appearances of noumena, then the 
noumena do appear, and are, in fact, nothmg except so far as they, 
appear otherwise the noumena, so far being “hidden”, are worse/ 
than appearances, they are illusion The phenomena are not merely 
appearances “to the mmd”, but appearances of somethmg that does 
make itself manifest. If phenomena are thus not external to and still 
less mdependent of noumena, noumena are just as truly immanent 
in phenomena Treated m any other way, noumena can at best be only 
another kmd of phenomena, and this raises anew precisely the problem 
^which the opposition of phenomena or noumena was mtended to solve 
Phenomena are related to noiunena as the trees to the wood, not as 
a compound to its atoms The solution of the difficulty is thus only 
to he found m the type of consciousness which contains both — and 
, this, Hegel says, is seH-consciousness, 

^ Cp Wiesenschaft der Log%h^ Buch 2, Absch, 2, Kap 3. 
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Consciousness has found “seeing” and “hearing”, etc., 
pass away in the dialectic process of sense-experience, 
and has, at the stage of perception, arrived at thoughts 
which, however, it brings together m the first instance 
in the unconditioned universal. This unconditioned 
element, again, if it were taken as inert essence bare 
and simple, would itself be nothing else than the one- 
sided extreme of self -existence {Furstdiseyn)', for the 
non-essential would then stand over agamst it. But if 
thus related to the latter, it would be itself unessential, 
and consciousness would not have got disentangled 
from the deceptions of perception; whereas this univer- 
sal has proved to be one which has passed out of such 
conditioned separate existence and returned into itself. 

This unconditioned universal, which henceforward 
is the true object of consciousness, is still object of 
consciousness; consciousness has not yet grasped its 
principle, or notion, qua notion. There is an essential 
distmction between the two which must be drawn. On 
the one hand, consciousness is aware that the object 
has passed from its relation to an other back mto itself, 
and thereby become inherently and imphcitly [an sich) 
notion; but, on the other hand, consciousness is not 
yet the notion explicitly or for itself, and consequently 
it does not know itself in that reflected object. We 
(who are analysing experience) found this object arise 
through the process of consciousness in such a way 
that consciousness is implicated and involved in the 
development of the object, and the reflection is the 
same on both sides, i.e. there is only one reflection. 
But because m this movement consciousness had as its 
content merely the objective entity, and not conscious- 
ness as such, the result has to be given an objective 
significance for consciousness; consciousness, however. 
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still withdrawing from what has arisen, so that the 
latter in objective form is the essential reality to 
conscionsness. 

Understandmg has, indeed, eo ipso, done away with 
its own untruth and the untruth m its object. What 
has thereby come to view is the notion of the truth 
as implicit inherent truth, which is not yet notion, or 
lacks a consciously explicit existence for itself {Ftir- 
sichseyn), and is somethmg which understandmg allows 
to have its way without knowing itself in it. It pur- 
sues its own nature by itself, so that consciousness 
has no share in its process of free realization, but merely 
looks on and apprehends that reahzation as a naked 
fact. It is, consequently, our busmess in the first 
instance to step into its place and he the notion, which 
works up mto shape what is contained in the result. 
With this complete formation of the object, which is 
presented to consciousness as a bare existent fact {ein 
Seyendes), mere implicit awareness then first becomes 
to itseK conceptual consciousness, conscious compre- 
hension. 

The result arrived at was the unconditioned universal, 
in the first instance in the negative and abstract sense 
that consciousness negated its one-sided notions and 
abstracted them: it surrendered them. This result, 
however, has inherently a positive significance; it has 
established the unity of existence-for-self, and exis- 
tence-f or-another ; in other words, absolute opposites 
are immediately posited as one and the same reality. 
At first this seems to affect merely the formal relation 
of the moments to one another. But to be for-self and 
to be for-another constitutes the content itself as well, 
because the opposition, looked at truly, can have no 
other nature than what has come about m the result — 
t viz. that the content, taken in perception for truth, 
belongs, m point of fact, solely to the form, and is 
dissipated into its unity. This content is at the same 
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time universal; there can be no other content which 
by its peculiar constitution would refuse to return into 
this unconditioned universahty. Such a content would 
be some specific way or other of being for-itself and 
taking up a relation to something else. But to be in 
general for-self and to stand in relation to somethuig 
else constitutes the very nature and meanmg of that 
whose truth lies m bemg unconditionally universal, 
and the result is through and through universal. 

Since, however, this unconditioned universal is an 
object for consciousness, the distmction of form and 
content makes its appearance within it; and, m the 
shape of content, the moments have the aspect in 
which they were first presented — that of bemg on one 
side a universal medium of many substantial elements, 
and, on the other, a unit reflected into self, where their 
substantial independence is overthrown and done away 
with. The former dissolves the independence of the 
thmg, is the condition of passivity which consists in 
being something for somethmg else; the latter is its 
individual subsistence, its bemg something on its own 
account (fur sicJi). We have to see what shape these 
moments take m the unconditioned universal which is 
their essential nature. It is obvious at the outset that 
by existing only m this universal they do not at all 
lie any longer apart from one another, but rather are 
in themselves essentially self-cancellmg aspects, and 
what is established is only their transition into one 
another. 

One moment, then, appears as universal medium, 
or as the subsistence of mdependent constituents, as 
the reahty that has stepped aside. The independence 
of these constituent elements, however, is nothing else 
than this medium; i.e. this universal is simply and 
entirely the plurality of such diverse universals. Tliat 
the universal is per se m undivided unity with this 
plurahty means, however, that these elements are each 
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where the other is, they mutually permeate one an- 
other — ^without touching one another, because, con- 
versely, the manifold diversity is equally mdependent. 
Along with that, too, goes the fact that they are 
absolutely pervious and porous, or are cancelled and 
superseded. To be thus superseded, again, or the 
reduction of this diversity to bare and simple self- 
existence, is nothing else than the medium itself, and 
this IS the independence of the different elements. In 
other words, the elements set up as mdependent pass 
directly over mto their unity, and their unity directly 
into its explicit diversity, and the latter back once 
again mto the reduction to unity. This process is what 
is called Force. One of its moments, where force takes 
the form of a dispersion of the independent elements 
each with a bemg of its own, is the Expression of 
Force, when, however, force takes the form of that 
wherein they disappear and vamsh, it is Force proper, 
force withdrawn from expressing itself and driven back 
mto itself. But m the first place force driven back mto 
itself must express itself; and, secondly, m that ex- 
pression it is stiU force existing wdthm itself, as much 
as in thus bemg withm itself it is expression. 

When we thus keep both moments in this immediate 
unity, it IS Understanding, to which the conception of 
force belongs, that is, properly speaking, the prmciple 
which carries the different moments qua different. 
For per se they are not to be different; the distmction 
consequently exists only in thought. Stated otherwise, 
only the mere conception of force has been put forward 
in the above, not its realization. In pomt of fact, 
however, force is the unconditioned universal, which 
is in itself just what it is for something else, or which 
holds difference within itself — for difference is nothing 
else than existence-for-an-other. Hence for force to 
be what it truly is, it has to be completely set free from 
thought, and put forward as the substantial reality of 
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these differences, that is, first the substance qua the 
entire force remaining essentially self-contained {an 
und fur sich), and then its differences as substantial 
entities, or as moments subsisting each on its own 
account. Force as such, force as driven back within 
itself, is in this way by itself an excluding unit, for 
which the unfolding of the elements or differences is 
another thing subsisting separately, and thus there 
are set up two sides, distinct and independent. But 
force IS also the whole, or it remains what, in its very 
conception, it is; that is to say, these differences re- 
main mere forms, superficial vanishmg “moments”. 
The differences between force proper, withdrawn into 
itself, and force unfolded and expressed in independent 
constituent elements, would at the same time have no 
being at all if they had no subsistence; i e., force would 
have no being if it did not really exist in these opposite 
ways. But to exist m this way as opposite aspects 
means nothing else than that both moments are them- 
selves at the same time independent. It is this process 
we have now to deal with — the process by which both 
moments get themselves fixed as independent and then 
cancel their independence agam. 

Looked at broadly, it is manifest that this process 
IS nothmg else than the process of perceiving, where the 
aspects, both percipient and content perceived, are 
at once mseparably united as regards the process of 
grasping the truth, and yet, by that very fact, each 
aspect is at the same time reflected into itself, is some- 
thing on its own account. In the present case these 
two aspects are elements or moments of force; they 
subsist withm one unity, just as much as this unity, 
which appears as the middle term for the distinct and 
independent extremes, always gets broken up mto 
these very extremes, which only are through this taking 
place. Thus the process, which formerly took the 
shape of the self -negation of contradictory conceptions, 



UNDERSTAiromG 


186 


here assumes objective form, and is a movement of 
force, the result of which is to brmg out the “uncon- 
ditioned universal” as somethmg which is not objective 
— ^which is the inner (unperceived) being of things. 

Force, as thus determined, since it is taken as force, 
or as reflected into itself, is the one side of its notion 
and meaning: but a substantiated extreme, and, more- 
over, the extreme established with the specific char- 
acter of oneness. In virtue of this, the subsistence of 
the differentiated elements falls outside it, and is 
somethmg other than it. Smee of necessity it has to 
be this subsistence, i.e., to express, externalize itself, 
its expression takes the form that the other approaches 
it and incites it. But, in pomt of fact, since it must 
necessarily express itself, it has withm itself this other, 
which to begin with took up a position as somethmg 
outside it. We must withdraw from the position which 
sets up force as a one, and its essence — self-expression — 
as an other approaching it from outside. Force is rather 
itself this universal medium for the subsistence of the 
moments as differentiated elements ; or, in other 
words, it has expressed or externalized itself, and what 
was to be something outside it attracting or incitmg 
it is reaUy force itself. It thus exists now as the 
medium of the differentiated elements which are 
evolved. But aU the same it is m its very nature one 
and single, and has essentially the form of being that 
in which these subsisting elements are superseded. 
This oneness is m consequence now somethmg other 
than, external to, force, since force takes its place as 
the medium for the elements to exist in; and force 
therefore has this its essential being outside itself. 
Since, however, it must of necessity be this essential 
nature, which as yet it is not afihmed to be, this other 
comes forward solicitmg or inciting it to reflect into self, 
to turn this pseudo-external factor mto an aspect of 
itself; in other words, this other cancels its external 
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expression. In point of fact, however, it is force 
itself that 13 thus reflected into self, that is the sublation 
of the external expression. The oneness vanishes as it 
appeared, viz. as something external; force is that very- 
other, IS force thrust back into itself. 

What took the character of an external other, and 
incited force at once to expression and to return into 
self, turns out directly to be itself force: for the other 
sho-^vs itself to be universal medium as well as one and 
single, and shows this in such a way that each of the 
forms assumed appears at the same time to be merely 
a vanishing moment. Consequently force, in that 
there is an other for it, and it is for an other, has as a 
whole not yet developed its complete meanmg. There 
are two forces present at the same time; the notion of 
both IS no doubt the same notion, but it has passed out 
of its unity into duality. Instead of the opposition 
continuing to be entirely and essentially a mere mo- 
ment, it appears to have escaped from the control of 
the unity and to have become, owing to this diremption, 
two quite mdependent forces. We have now to see 
more precisely what sort of situation this independence 
introduces. 

To begm -with, the second force stands towards the 
force incited in the character of mciting force, and, 
moreover, with respect to its content, plays the part of 
universal medium. But smce that second force consists 
essentially m an alternation of these two moments and 
IS itself force, it is likewise, in point of fact, universal 
medium only then when it is incited or solicited to being 
so; and in the same way, too, it is negative unity, or 
incites and leads to the retraction of force, only by 
bemg incited thereto. As a result, this distinction, which 
took place between one force regarded as mciting and 
the other as incited, turns also into one and the same 
reciprocal interchange of characteristics. 

The mterplay of the two forces in this way arises 
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from and consists m the two bemg thus determmed with 
opposite characteristics, in their being for one another 
in virtue of this determination and m the complete and 
direct exchange of their characteristics — a transition 
from one to the other, whereby alone these determina- 
tions, m which the forces seem to appear independently, 
have being. For example, the mcitmg force is set up as 
universal medium, and, on the other hand, the force 
melted as a force repressed. But the former is uni- 
versal medium just by the very fact of the latter being 
repressed: that is to say, this latter is reaUy what 
mcites the former, and makes it the medium it claims to 
be. The former gets the character it has only through the 
other, and is an incitmg force only so far as it is mcited 
by the latter to be so. And it loses ]ust as readily this 
character given to it, for this character passes, or rather 
has already passed, into the character of the other. The 
former, acting in an external way, takes the part of 
universal medium, but only by its havmg been mcited 
by the other force to do so. This means, however, that 
the latter gives it that position, and is really itself 
essentially universal medium: it gives the incitmg 
agency this character just because this other character 
IS essentially its own, i.e. because it is really its own 
self. 

To complete our insight into the prmciple of this 
process, we may notice, further, that the distinctions 
themselves reveal distinction m a twofold manner. 
They are, on the one hand, distinctions of content, 
smee one extreme is force reflected into itself, while 
the other is a medium for the constituent elements 
involved: on the other hand, they appear as distmc- 
tions of form, since one incites and the other is incited, 
the former bemg active, the latter passive. As regards 
the distinction of content, they are in fact distinct, or 
distmet for us [who are analysing the process]; as 
regards distmction of form, however, they are inde- 
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pendent, in their relation parting asunder of themselves, 
and standmg opposed. In the perception of the move- 
ment of force, consciousness becomes aware that the 
extremes, in both these aspects, are nothing per se, that 
rather these sides, m which their distmction of nature 
was meant to consist, are merely vanishing moments, 
an immediate transition of each mto its opposite. For 
us, however [who are analysing the process], it was 
also true, as stated above, that per se the distmctions, 
qua distmctions of content and form, vanished: and on 
the side of form, the active, mcitmg, or independent 
factor was in its very nature the same as what, from 
the side of content, was presented as repressed force, 
force driven back into itself; the passive, incited, or 
related factor was, from the side of form, the same as 
what, from the side of content, took shape as universal 
medium for the many constituent elements. 

From this we see that the notion of force becomes 
actual when resolved into two forces, and we see too 
how it comes to be so. These two forces exist as inde- 
pendent entities: but their existence lies in a movement 
each towards each, of such a kmd that in order to be, 
each has in reahty to get its position purely through 
the other; that is to say, their bemg has purely the 
significance of disappearance. They are not like extremes 
that keep to themselves something positively fixed, 
and merely transmit an external property to one 
another through their common medium and by external 
contact: they are what they are solely in this medium 
and in their contact with each other. We have there 
immediately both force as it is independently, force 
repressed within itself, and also its expression, force 
incitmg and force bemg incited. These moments are 
thus not allotted to two independent extremes, offering 
each other only an opposite pole: rather their true 
nature consists simply in each being solely through the 
other, and in each ceasing eo ^pso to be what it thus is 
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This true being of things has here the characteristic 
that it does not exist immediately for consciousness; 
rather, consciousness takes up a mediated i elation to 
the inner; in the form of understandmg it looks through 
the intervenmg play of forces into the real and true 
background of things. The middle term combinmg the 
two extremes, understandmg and the mner of thmgs, 
is the exphcitly evolved being of force, which is now 
and henceforth a vanishing process for understanding 
itself. Hence it is called Appesi-rance {Erscheinung); 
for being which is per se stia,ig|itway non-bemg we 
call a show, a semblance (Schein). It is, however, not 
merely a show, but appearance, a totality of seeming 
(Schein). This totality as totality or universal is what 
makes up the inner world, pl^y of forces in the sense 
of its reflection mto itself. There consciousness has 
I before itself m objective form the things of perception 
as they truly are, i.e. as moments turning, without 
halt or separate subsistence, directly mto their opposite, 
the “one” changmg immediately mto the universal, 
the essential becoming at once something unessential, 
and vice versa. This play of forces is consequently the 
development of the negative; but its true nature is the 
positive element, viz. the universal, the implicit object, 
the object existing per se 

The being of this object for consciousness is mediated 
through the movement of appearance, by which the 
content of perception and the sensuous objective world 
as a whole, get merely negative significance. There 
consciousness is turned hack upon itself as the truth; 
but, being consciousness, it again makes this truth 
into an mner bemg of the object, and distinguishes this 
reflection of things from its own reflection into self: 
just as the mediatmg process likewise is for it still an 
objective process. This mner nature is therefore for it 
an extreme placed over against it. But it is on that 
account the truth for it, because therein, as in something 
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essentially real, it possesses at the same time the cer- 
tainty of its own self, the moment of its own self- 
existence But it IS not yet conscious of this basis [its 
self -existence], for the mdependence, its bemg on its own 
account, which should have the inner world withm it, 
would be nothmg else than the negative process. This 
negative process, however, is for consciousness still 
objective vanishmg appearance, and not yet its own 
iwjaroper self-existence {FursicTiseyn). Hence the mner is 
"t taken to be notion, but consciousness does not 
V the nature of the notion. 
iX this inner truth, this absolute universal which 
,rid of the opposition between universal and 
V, and become the object of understandmg, 
Ursensible world which henceforth opens up as 
EWorld, lying beyond the sensuous world which 
Sorld of appearance. Away remote from the 
^ vanishmg present {Diesseits) lies the perma- 
^nd {Jense^ts): an immanent inherent reality 
which IS the first and therefore imperfect 
manifestation of Reason, i.e. it is merely the pure 
element where the truth finds its abode and its essential 
being. 

Our object henceforward has thus the form of a 
syllogistic inference {Schluss), whose extremes are the 
inner being of things and understandmg, and its middle 
term the sphere of appearance. The course of this 
inferential process, however, furnishes the further 
characterization of what understandmg detects in the 
inner world by the aid of the middle term; and gives 
rise to the experience understandmg goes through 
regarding this relation of the terms when ]omed and 
united together. 

The inner world is so far for consciousness a bare and 
simple beyond, because consciousness does not as yet 
find itself in it. It is empty, for it is merely the nothmg- 
ness of appearance, and positively the naked umversal. 
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This type of inwardness suits those who say that the 
inner being of things cannot be laiown/ but the reason 
for the position would have to be taken in some other 
sense. Certainly there is no knowledge to be had of this 
inner world, as we have it here, not, however, owing to 
reason being too short-sighted, or limited, or whatever 


you care to call it (on this point there is as yet nothmg 
known at this stage, we have not gone deep enough 
for that yet), but on account simply of the nature of 
the case, because in the void there is nothing 
or, puttmg it from the pomt of view of the oth^H^H 
because its very characteristic lies in bemg^^^^^H 
consciousness. 

The result is, of course, the same if you place 
man amid the wealth of the supersensible wo^ 
has a wealth, whether this be a content peci 
own, or whether consciousness itself be this 
and if you place one with sight in absolute 
or, if you like, in pure light, supposmg the supe^^^ 
world to be this. The seemg man sees in that j 
as little as in absolute darkness, and just as iiiu3i'‘as 
the blmd man m the ample wealth which lay before 
him. If there were nothmg more to be done with the 
umer sphere and with our being bound up along with 
it by means of the world of appearance, then there 
would be nothing left but to stop at the phenomenal 
world, i.e. take something for truth about which we 
know that it is not true. Or m order that there may be 
somethmg in this empty void— which, while it originally 
came about as a state devoid of dbjecUve things, has, 
however, since it is emptmess pure and simple, to 
be taken to be also devoid of all mental relations and 
distmctions of consciousness qua consciousness— in 
order that in this complete vacuity, which is even called 
the holy of hohes, the inner sanctuary, there may yet 
be sometMng, we should be driven to fiU it up with 
^ Cp. Goethe, ''IrmnnernderNatur'\ etc. 
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dreammgs, appearances, produced by consciousness 
itself. It would have to be content with being treated 
so badly, for it would not deserve anything better, 
since even dreams are something better than its own 
barren emptiness. 

The inner world, or the supersensible beyond, has, 
however, ansen- it comes to us out of the sphere of 
appearance, and the latter is its mediating agency: m 
other words, appearance is its essential nature and, m 
pomt of fact, its fiUmg. The supersensible is the estab- 
lished truth of the sensible and perceptual. The truth 
of the sensible and the perceptual lies, however, in 
being appearance. The supersensible is then appearance 
qua appearance. We distort the proper meaning of this, 
if we take it to mean that the supersensible is therefore 
the sensible world, or the world as it is for immediate 
sense-certamty and perception. For, on the contrary, 
appearance is just not the world of sense-knowledge 
and perception as positively being, but this world as 
superseded or established m truth as an mner world. 
It IS often said that the supersensible is not appearance; 
but by appearance is thereby meant not appearance, 
but rather the sensible world taken as itself real 
actuality. 

Understandmg, which is our object here, finds itself 
in this position, that, for it, the inner world has come 
about, to begm with, only as the implicit mherent 
being, universal and still -without a filling. The play of 
forces has simply and solely this negative significance 
of not being something per se; and its only positive 
significance is that of bemg the mediatmg agency, but 
outside understandmg. The relation of understandmg 
to the inner world through mediation is, however, its 
own process, by which the inner world wiU be found to 
receive fullness of content. 

The play of forces is what understandmg has directly 
to do -with; but the real truth for it is the mner world 
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bare and simple Tbe movement of force is consequently 
the truth only by bemg m like manner something 
simple. Regardmg this play of forces, however, we saw 
that its peculiarity lay in this, that the force which is 
awakened mto activity by another force is ]ust on that 
account the mciting agency for this other force, which 
thereby itself only then becomes an incitmg force. We 
have here in this way merely dmect and immediate 
mterchange or complete exchange of the characteristic 
which constitutes the sole content of what comes before 
us, VIZ. the fact of being either universal medium or 
negative unity. It ceases immediately on its entrance in 
determmate form to be what it was on entermg: it 
awakens or incites, by its appearance m determinate 
shape, the other side, which thereby gives itself ex- 
pression, 1 e. the latter is now directly what the first was 
to be. Each of these two sides, the relation of inciting 
and the relation of the opposed determmate content, 
is on its own account an absolute process of permuta- 
tion and transposition. But these two relations are 
agam themselves one and the same, and the formal 
distinction of bemg incited and of mciting to activity is 
the same as the distmction of content, i.e. the distmc- 
tion between the mcited factor as such, viz. the passive 
medium, on the one side, and the mciting factor, viz. 
the active medium, the negative umty, or the “one” 
on the other side. In this way there disappears aU dis- 
tmction of contrasted and opposed particular forces, 
which were meant to be present in this process; for 
they rested solely on the above distmctions. And, along 
with both those distmctions, the distmction between 
the forces collapses likewise mto merely one. There is 
thus neither force nor incitmg and being mcited to 
action, nor the charactenstic of bemg a stable medium 
and a umty reflected mto self, there is neither a par- 
ticular which IS something on its own account, nor are 
there diverse opposites. What is found in this flux of 
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thoroughgoing change is merely difference as universal 
difference, or difference into which the various opposites 
have been resolved. This difference as univer^"’* i- 
sequently, is what constitutes the 
element in that play of forces, and is 
truth of that process. It is the Law of Force. 

The absolute flux of the world of a 
into bare and simple difference through its 
the simplicity of the inner bemg, the simplicity 
hended by understandmg. The inner bemg is m 
first mstance merely the imphcit universal. This 
implicit simple universal, however, is essentially abso- 
lute universal difference as well, for it is the outcome 
of the change itself, or change is its very nature. But 
change, when planted in the inner reality as it [change] 
truly IS, forthwith is taken up into that reality as 
equally absolute umversal difference at peace with 
itself, and remaining at one with itself. In other words, 
negation is an essential moment of the universal; and 
negation or mediation in what is umversal is universal 
difference. This difference is expressed m the law, 
which IS the stable presentment or picture of unstable 
appearance. The supersensible world is in this way a 
quiescent “kingdom of laws”, no doubt beyond the 
world of perception — ^for this exhibits the law only 
through incessant change — but likewise present in it, 
and its direct immovable copy or image. 

This kmgdom of laws is indeed the truth for under- 
standing; and that truth finds its content m the dis- 
tmction which bes m the law. At the same time, how- 
ever, this kingdom of laws is only the prelimmary 
truth and does not give all the fullness of the world of 
appearance. The law is present therein, but is not all 

1 Gp. Helmholtz, “It la piecisely m the pvirest form of the expression 
of force — VIZ in mechanical force which acts on a mass-pomt — ^that we 
find most clearly brought out that force is merely the objectified law 
of action ,” — Lectures and Addresses^ v , Eng , trans , Yol I , p 326 
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the appearance present; under ever- varying circum- 
sta^pes the law has an ever-varying actual existence. 

appearance continues to keep one aspect 
*^&ch IS not in the inner world; i.e. appearance is not 
ill very truth established as appeal ance, as that 
ri''w3^e independent being has been done away with. 

defect in the law has to be brought out in the law 
^ \\niat seems defective in it is that while it no 
ir/J^piabt has difference within it, it contains this in a 
'\'^merely universal indetermmate way. So far, however, as 
"^^'it IS not law in general, but a law, it has determmate- 
ness withui it, and as a result there are found an 
mdeterminate plurality of laws. But this plurality is 
rather itself a defect, it contradicts the principle of 
understanding, for which, since it is consciousness of 
the simple inner being, truth is the inherently universal 
unity. It must, therefore, let the many laws coalesce 
into a single law, just as, e.g., the law by which a stone 
falls, and that by which the heavenly bodies move have 
been conceived as one law. When the laws thus coin- 
cide, however, they lose their specific character. The 
law becomes more and more abstract and superficial, 
and m consequence we find as a fact, not the unity of 
these various determmate laws, but a law which 
leaves out their specific character; just as the one law, 
which combmes m itself the laws of falhng terrestrial 
bodies, and of the movements of celestial bodies, does 
not, in point of fact, express both kinds of laws. The 
unification of all laws m universal attraction expresses 
no further content than just the bare concept of the 
law itself, a concept which is therein set down as exist- 
ing. Universal attraction says merely that everything 
has a constant distinction for anything else. Under- 
standing pretends by that to have found a universal 
^w which gives expression to universal reality as such ; 
ut, in point of fact, it has merely found the conception 
of law itself, although in such a way that it at the same 
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time thereby declares all reality to be in its very nature 
conformed to law. The idea of universal attraction 
has, therefore, to this extent great importance, that it 
IS directed agamst that unthinking way of representing 
reality, to which everything appears m the shape of 
accident and chance, and for which determinateness, 
specificity, takes the form of sensuous independence. 

In contrast, then, with determinate laws stands 
universal attraction, or the bare conception of law. 
In so far as this pure conception is looked on as the 
essentially real, or as the true inner bemg, the determm- 
ateness charactenzmg the specific law itself belongs still 
to the sphere of appearance, or rather to sensible exis- 
tence. But the pure conception of law transcends not 
merely the la^w, which, bemg itself a determinate law, 
stands contrasted with other determmate laws, but 
also transcends law as such The determinateness, of 
which we spoke, is itself strictly a mere vanishing 
moment which can no longer come forward here as an 
essential entity {WesenJieit), lor it is only the law which 
IS the truth here; but the conception of law is turned 
agamst the law itself. That is to say, m the law 
distmction itself is immediately apprehended and taken 
up into the universal, thereby, however, makmg the 
moments, whose relation it expresses, subsist as 
mutually indifferent and inherently real entities. These 
parts of the distmction found m the law are, however, 
at the same time themselves determmate aspects. The 
pure concept of law, as universal attraction, must, to 
get its true significance, be so apprehended that m it, 
as the absolutely single and simple, the distinctions 
which are present inlaw as such, return agam themselves 
into the inner bemg, qua bare and simple unity. This 
unity is the inner “necessity” of the law. 

The law is thereby present in a twofold form. In 
one case it is there as law in which the differences are 
expressed as independent moments; in the other it is 
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HI the lorm of a simple withdiawal into itself, which 
again can be called Fozce, but ui the sense not of 
repressed force [spoken of aboTe], but force in general, 
or the concept of force, an abstraction which absorbs 
the distmotions involved in what attracts ^ and is 
attracted. In this sense, e g., simple electricity is force, 
the expression of difference falls, however, within the 
law; this difference is positive and negative electricity. 
In the case of the motion of falling bodies force is 
the simple element, gravity, which has the law that the 
magmtudes of the different factors in the motion, the 
time spent, and the space traversed, aie to one another 
in the relation of root and square. Electricity itself is 
not difference per se, is not m its essential nature a 
twofold entity consisting of positive and negative 
electricity; hence it is often said it Jicis the law of 
bemg so and so in the way indicated, or again, that it 
has the property of expressing itself m this fashion. 
This property is doubtless the essential and peculiar 
property of this force, i.e. it belongs to it necessarily. 
But necessity is here an empty phrase, force must, just 
because it must, duplicate itself in this manner. Of 
course, if positive electricity is given, negative electricity 
is inherently necessary; for the positive element only 
is by being related to a negative; in other words, the 
positive element in its very self involves difference 
from itself, just in the same way as the negative does. 
But that electricity as such should break itself up into 
parts in this way — ^this is not in itself a necessity. 
Electricity qua simple force is indifferent to its law — 
to be m the form of positive and negative; and if wo 
call the former its notion and the latter its bemg, then 
its notion is indifferent to its bemg; it merely has this 
as a property, which just means that this is not per se 
necessary to it. This indifference takes another form 
when it is said that to be positive and negative is 
involved in the definition of electricity, or that this is 
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neither more nor less than its notion and its essence. 
Its hemg in that case would mean its existence in 
general. But in that definition the necessity of its exis- 
tence IS not contamed; it exists either because we find 
it, i.e. its existence is not necessary at aU, or else it 
exists through other forces, i.e. the necessity of its 
existence is an external necessity. But in that the 
determmateness of beuig through another is what the 
necessity consists in, we are back again to the plurality 
of determmate laws, which we have just left m order 
to consider law as law. It is only with the latter that 
we can compare its notion as notion, or its necessity. 
This necessity, however, has m all these forms shown 
itself to be 3ust an empty phrase. 

There is stfil another way than that ]ust indicated 
in which the mdifference of law and force, or of notion 
and being, is found. In the law of motion, eg., it is 
necessary for motion to be broken up mto the elements 
time and space, or again, mto distance and velocity. 
Smce motion is merely the relation of these factors, 
motion, the universal, has m this way certainly distmct 
parts in its own self. But now these parts, time and 
space, or distance and velocity, do not express in 
themselves this origination from a single unity. They 
are indifferent the one to the other. Space is thought of 
as able to be without time, time without space, and 
distance at least without velocity — just as their magni- 
tudes are mdifferent the one to the other, since they 
are not related like positive and negative, and conse- 
quently do not refer to one another by their very 
nature. The necessity of partition into distinct factors, 
then, we certainly do have here; but not the necessity 
of the parts as such for one another. On that account, 
however, that first necessity too is itself a merely 
delusory false necessity. For motion is not itself thought 
of as something simple or as bare essence, but as, from 
the fixst, divided into elements; time and space are in 
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m the form of a simple 'withdrawal into itself, which 
again can be called Force, but in the sense not of 
repressed force [spoken of above], but force in general, 
or the concept of force, an abstraction which absorbs 
the distinctions involved in what attracts and is 
attracted. In this sense, e.g., simple electricity is force; 
the expression of difference falls, however, within the 
law; this difference is positive and negative electricity. 
In the case of the motion of faUing bodies force is 
the simple element, gravity, which has the law that the 
magmtudes of the different factors in the motion, the 
time spent, and the space traversed, are to one another 
in the relation of root and square Electricity itself is 
not difference per se, is not in its essential nature a 
twofold entity consisting of positive and negative 
electricity; hence it is often said it has the law of 
bemg so and so in the way mdicated, or again, that it 
has the property of expressing itself m this fashion. 
This property is doubtless the essential and peculiar 
property of this force, i.e. it belongs to it necessarily. 
But necessity is here an empty phrase; force must, just 
because it must, duplicate itself m this manner. Of 
course, if positive electricity is given, negative electricity 
is mherently necessary; for the positive element only 
is by bemg related to a negative; in other words, the 
positive element in its very self involves difference 
from itself, just in the same way as the negative does. 
But that electricity as such shohld break itself up into 
parts in this way — ^this is not in itself a necessity. 
Electricity qua simple force is indifferent to its law — 
to be m the form of positive and negative; and if we 
call the former its notion and the latter its bemg, then 
its notion is mdifferent to its bemg; it merely has this 
as a property, which just means that this is not per se 
necessary to it. This indifference takes another form 
when it is said that to be positive and negative is 
involved in the definition of electricity, or that this is 
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neither more nor less than its notion and its essence. 
Its being in that case would mean its existence in 
general But in that definition the necessity of its exis- 
tence IS not contained; it exists either because we find 
it, 1 e. its existence is not necessary at all, or else it 
exists through other forces, i.e. the necessity of its 
existence is an external necessity But in that the 
determinateness of being through another is what the 
necessity consists in, we are back again to the plurality 
of determinate laws, wdiicli we have just left in order 
to consider law as law. It is only with the latter that 
we can comiiare its notion as notion, or its necessity. 
This necessity, however, has in all these forms shown 
itself to be ]ust an empty jihrase. 

There is stfil another way than that just mdicated 
in which the indifference of law and force, or of notion 
and being, is found. In the law of motion, e.g., it is 
necessary for motion to be broken up into the elements 
time and space, or agam, into distance and velocity. 
Since motion is merely the relation of these factors, 
motion, the universal, has in this way certainly distinct 
parts in its own self. But now these parts, time and 
space, or distance and velocity, do not express m 
themselves this origination from a smgle unity. They 
are indifferent the one to the other. Space is thought of 
as able to be without time, time without space, and 
distance at least without velocity — ^just as their magni- 
tudes are indifferent the one to the other, smce they 
are not related like positive and negative, and conse- 
quently do not refer to one another by their very 
nature. The necessity of partition into distmct factors, 
then, we certainly do have here; but not the necessity 
of the parts as such for one another. On that account, 
however, that first necessity too is itself a merely 
delusory false necessity. For motion is not itself thought 
of as something simple or as bare essence, but as, from 
the first, divided mto elements; time and space are in 
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themselves its independent parts or its real elements: 
in other words, distance and velocity are modes of 
bemg, or ways of thmkmg, each of which can very well 
be without the other; and motion is consequently no 
more than their superficial relation, not their true 
nature. If it is represented as simple essence or as force, 
motion is no doubt gravity; but this does not contain 
these distmctions at all. 

The distmetion is, then, m both cases no distmction 
of an inherent or essential kind. Either the universal, 
force, is mdiffereut to the division into parts, which 
IS found in the law, or else the distmctions, the parts of 
the law, are mdifferent to one another. Understandmg, 
however, does have the notion of this distmction per 
se, just by the fact that law is m part the inner being, 
the inherent nature, but is at the same time something 
distmguished withm the notion. That this distinction 
IS thereby inner distmction is shown by the fact that 
law is bare and simple force, or is the notion of that 
distmction, and thus is a distmction of the notion. 
But stfil this mner distmction falls to begm with only 
within understanding, and is not yet estabhshed in the 
fact itself. It IS thus only its own necessity to which 
understandmg gives expression— the distmction, that 
is to say, is one which it makes only so as at the same 
time to express that the distmction is not to be a 
distmction m the nature of the fact itself. This neces- 
sity, which is merely verbal, is thus a rehearsal of the 
moments which make up the cycle of necessity. They 
are no doubt distinct, but their distmction is at the 
same time explicitly stated to be not a distinction of 
the fact itself, and consequently is itself agam straight- 
way cancelled and transcended. This process is called 
Explanation. A law is expressed; from this its inherently 
umversal element or ground is distmguished as force; 
but regardmg this distinction, it is asserted that it is 
no distmction, rather that the ground has entirely the 
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same constitution as the la'w. Por example, the particu- 
lar occurrence of lightning is apprehended as universal, 
and this universal is expressed as the law of electricity; 
the explanation thereupon merges the law m force as 
the essence of the law. This force is, then, so constituted 
that, when it finds expression, opposite electrical dis- 
charges appear, and these again disappear mto one 
another. In other words, force has exactly the same 
constitution as law; both are thus declared to be m 
no way distinct The distinctions are pure universal 
expression or law and pure force; but both have the 
same content, the same constitutive character; thus 
tlie distinction between them qiixt distmction of content, 
i.e. of fact, is also again ■withdrawn. 

In this tautological process understandmg, as the 
above shows, holds fast to the changeless unity of its 
object, and the process takes effect solely within under- 
standmg itself, not in the object. It is an explanation 
that not only explains nothmg, but is so plain that, 
while it makes as if it would say somethmg different 
from what is already said, it really says nothmg at all, 
but merely repeats the same thmg over again. So far 
as the fact itself goes, this process gives rise to nothmg 
new; the process is only of account as a process of under- 
standing. In it, however, we now get acquamted -with 
just what we missed m the case of the law — absolute 
change itself; for this process, when looked at more 
narrowly, is directly the opposite of itself. It sets up, 
that is, a distmction which is not only for us no dis- 
tinction, but which it itself cancels as distinction. This 
is the same process of change which was formerly 
manifested as the play of forces. In the latter we found 
the distinction of incitmg and incited force, or force 
expressing itself, and force -withdrawn into itseK ; but 
these were distmctions which in reality were no dis- 
tmctions, and therefore were also immediately cancelled 
again. We have here not merely the naked unity, so 
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that no distinction could he set up at all; the process 
we have is rather this, that a distinction is certainly 
made, but because it is no distinction, it is again super- 
seded. 

Thus, then, with the process of explaining, we see 
the ebb and flow of change, which was formerly char- 
acteristic of the sphere of appearance, and lay outside 
the inner world, findmg its way into the region of the 
supersensible itself. Our consciousness, however, has 
passed from the inner being as an object over to under- 
standing on the other side, and finds the changing 
process there. 

The change is in this way not yet a process of the 
fact itseK, but rather presents itseK before us as pure 
change, just by the content of the moments of change 
remaming the same. Since, however, the notion qua 
notion of understandmg is the same as the inner nature 
of things, this change becomes for understandmg the 
law of the inner world. Understandmg thus learns 
that it IS a law in the sphere of appearance for distmc- 
tions to come about which are no distmctions. In other 
words, it learns that what is self-same is self -repulsive, 
and, similarly, that the distmctions are only such as 
m reality are none and cancel one another, or that what 
is not selfsame is self -attractive Here we have a second 
law, whose content is the opposite of what formerly 
was called law, viz the mvariable and unchanging 
self -identical distinction; for this new law expresses 
rather the process of like becoming unlike, and unlike 
becoming like. The notion demands of the unreflectivo 
mmd to brmg both laws together, and become conscious 
of their opposition. Of course the second is also a law, 
an inner self-identical being; but it is rather a self- 
sameness of the unlike, a constancy of inconstancy. 
In the play of forces this law proved to be just this 
absolute transition and pure change; the selfsame, force, 
split mto an opposition, that in the first instance 
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appeared as a substantial independent distinction, 
winch, however, in point of fact proved to he none. 
For it is the selfsame which repels itself from itself, 
and tins element repelled is in consequence essentially 
/self -attracted, for it is the same; the distmction made, 
(since it IS none, thus cancels itself agam. The distmction 
IS hence set forth as a distmction on the part of the fact 
itself, or as an absolute (objective) distmction, and this 
distmction on the part of the fact is thus nothmg but 
the selfsame, that which has repelled itself from itself, 
and consequently only set up an opposition which is 
none. 

By means of tins principle, the first supersensible 
world, the changeless Idngdom of laws, the immediate 
ectype and copy of the world of perception, has tmTied 
round into its opposite. The law was m general, like 
its differences, self -identical; now, however, it is 
established that each side is, on the contrary, the 
opposite of itself. The seh-identical repels itself from 
itself, and the self-discordant sets up to be selfsame. 
In truth only with a determmation of this kind is 
distinction inner distinction, or immanent distmction, 
when the hke is unlike itself, and the unlike like itself. 

This second supersensible world is in this way the 
mverted world {verhehrte Welt), and, moreover, since 
one aspect is already present m the first supersensible 
world, the mverted form of this first. The inner bemg 
IS, thereby, in its character of appearance, completed. 
For the first supersensible world was only the immedi- 
ate raismg of the world of perception mto the element 
of universality. It has its necessary counterpart m 
this world of perception, which still retams as its own 
the prmciple of change and alteration. The first kmg- 
dom of laws dispenses with this principle, but receives 
it m the form of an mverted world. 

By the law of this mverted world, then, the self- 
same in the first world is the unlike of itself, and the 
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unlike in the first is equally unlike to itself, or it be- 
comes like itself. Expressed in determinate moments, 
this will assume the form that what by the law of the 
first IS sweet, is, in this inner, inverted reality, sour; 
what IS there black is here white. What, by the law of 
the first, was north pole in the case of the magnet, is,j 
m its other supersensible inner world (viz. in the earth) J 
south pole; while what was there south pole is herel 
north pole. Similarly, what by the first law is in the^ 
case of electricity the oxygen pole becomes in its othen 
supersensible reality hydrogen pole, and conversely,, 
what IS there the pole of hydrogen becomes here the 
pole of oxygen. To take another sphere of experience: 
revenge on an enemy is, according to the primitive 
immediate law, the supreme satisfaction of nqured 
mdividuahty. This law, however — ^that of standmg up 
agamst one who does not treat me as a substantial self, 
showing him that I am a substantial bemg, and even 
domg away with Ti%m as a reality — this law is trans- 
muted by the prmciple of the other world into the very 
opposite, the remstatement of myself as the true 
reahty through the removal of the alien hostile bemg 
IS turned into self-destruction.^ If now this mversion, 
which IS brought out in the punishment of crime, is 
made mto a law, it also is agam only the law of a world 
which has an inverted supersensuous world standmg 
in antithesis to itself, where that which is despised m 
the former comes to honour, and that which in the for- 
mer is honoured meets with contempt. The punishment 
which, by the law of the former, disgraces a man and 
aimihilates him, turns round in %l8 inverted world into 
the pardoning grace which preserves his bemg and 
brmgs him to honour. 

^ The primitive procedure of mdividual vengeance finds its inner 
meaning revealed in the ethically justifiable procedure of punishment 
But ethical punishment is really self -punishment (cp Plato’s Qoigxas) 
Pumshment, however, Hegel goes on to say, has an mner meanmg of 
its own too 
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Looked at on the surface, this inverted world is the 
antithesis of the first in the sense that it has the latter 
outside itself, and repels that world from itself as an 
inverted reality; that the one is the sphere of appear- 
ance, while the other is the inherent bemg; that the 
one is the world as it is for an other, the other again 
the world as it is for itself. In this way, to use the previ- 
)us examples, what tastes sweet is properly, or inwardly 
n the thing, sour; or what is north pole m the case of 
ihe actual magnet belongmg to the sphere of appear- 
ance, would be, m the inner or essential being, south 
pole. What is shown to be oxygen pole in electricity 
ps a phenomenon, would be hydrogen pole m the case 
lof electricity not falhng within the sphere of appearance. 
'Or agam, an act which in appearance is a crime would 
^n its inner nature be capable of bemg really good — a 
^lad act may have a good intention ; punishment is only 
in appearance punishment; in itself or in another 
world it might well be, for the crimmal, a benefit. But 
such oppositions of mner and outer, appearance and 
supersensible, in the sense of two sorts of reality, are 
no longer to be found here. The differences repelled 
are not divided anew and assigned to two substances 
such as would support them and lend them a separate 
subsistence, the result of which would be that under- 
standing would leave the inner region, and faU back 
agam on its previous position. The one aspect or sub- 
stance would be once more the world of perception, 
where the one of those two laws would carry on its 
existence, and in opposition to it an inner world, just 
such a sensible world as the first, but m the sphere of 
ideas; one that could not be mdicated, seen, heard, 
and tasted as a sensible world, and yet would be 
thought of as such a sensible world But m point of 
fact, if the one element set up is a perceived reality, 
and its inherent bemg, as its inverted form, is at the 
same time a sensuously represented element, then 
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sour, which would he the iuherent nature of the sweet 
thing, IS a real thing just as much as the latter, viz., a 
sour thing; black, which would be the inherent nature 
of white, IS the actual black; the north pole, which is 
the true reality of the south pole, is the north polf^ 
present in the same magnet; the oxygen pole, the* 
inherent nature of the pole of hydrogen, is the given' 
oxygen pole of the same voltaic pde. The actual crimej, 
however, finds its inversion, and its inherent natur® 
qua possibility, in the intention as such, but not in ^ 
good intention; for the truth of intention is simplji' 
the deed itself. The crime, so far as its content goes! 
recoils upon itself, finds its mversion in actual punish-fj 
ment; this is the reconciliation of the law mth the* 
reahty set up against it in crime. Fmally, the actual 
pumshment carries its mverted reality with it in such 
a way that it is a kmd of reahzation of the law, whereby 
the activity, which the law exercises in the form of 
punishment, is cancelled m the process, a manner of 
realization through which the law, from being actively 
operative, becomes agam quiescent and authoritative, 
and the conflict of mdinduality with it, and of it with 
mdaviduahty, is extmguished. 

From the idea, then, of mversion which constitutes 
the essential nature of one aspect of the supersensible 
world, we must dissociate the sensuous idea of keeping 
distmctions substantively fixed m a different element 
that sustains them; and this absolute notion of dis- 
tinction must be set forth and apprehended purely as 
inner distinction, self -repulsion of the selfsame as 
selfsame, and likeness of the unlike as unlike. We have 
to think pure flux, opposition within opposition itself, 
or Contradiction. For in the distinction, which is an 
internal distmction, the opposite is not only one of two 
factors — ^if so, it would not be an opposite, but a bare 
existent — ^it is the opposite of an opposite, or the other 
is itself directly and immediately present withm it. 
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No doubt I put the opposite here and the other, of 
which it IS the opposite, there ; that is, I place the oppo- 
site on one side, taking it by itself without the other. 
Just on that account, however, since I have here the 
opposite all by itself, it is the opposite of its own self, 
that IS, it has in point of fact the other immediately 
within itself. Thus the supersensible world, which is the 
inverted world, has at the same time reached out 
beyond the other world and has in itself that other ; it 
is to itself conscious of being mverted (/wr &%ch verkehrte), 
i.e. it IS the inverted form of itself ; it is that world itself 
and its opposite m a single unity. Only thus is it 
distmction as mternal distmotion, or distmction per se; 
m other words, only thus is it in the form of Infinity. 

By means of in^ity we see law attaming the form 
of inherent necessity, and so realizmg its complete 
nature; and aU moments of the sphere of appearance 
are thereby taken up into the inner realm. That the 
simple and ultimate nature of law is mfinity means, 
accordmg to the foregoing analysis, (a) that it is a 
self-identical element, which, however, is inherently 
^stmction; or that it is selfsameness which repels itself 
/from itself, breaks asunder mto two factors. What was 
called simple force duplicates itself, and through its 
mfimty is law. It means (6) that what is thus sundered, 
constitutmg as it does the parts which are thought of 
as m the law, puts itself forward as subsistmg, as 
stable; and, if the parts are considered without the 
conception of internal distinction, then space and time, 
or distance and velocity, which appear as moments of 
gra'vity, are just as much indifferent and without neces- 
sary relation to one another as to gravity itself, or 
again as this bare gravity is indifferent to them, or as 
simple electricity is indifferent to positive and negative. 
But (c) by this conception of mternal distmction, this 
unhke and indifferent factor, space and time, etc., 
becomes a distinction, which is no distmction, or 
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merely a distmction of what is selfsame, and its essence 
IS unity. They are reciprocally awakened into activity 
as positive and negative by each other, and their being 
lies rather in their putting themselves as not-bemg, 
and cancelling themselves in the common unity. Both 
the factors distinguished subsist, they are per se, and 
they are per se as opposites, that is are the opposites of 
themselves; they have their antithesis within them, 
and are merely one single unity. 

This bare and simple infinity, or the absolute notion, 
may be called the ultimate nature of life, the soul of 
the world, the universal life-blood, which courses every- 
where, and whose flow is neither disturbed nor checked 
by any obstructing distinction, but is itself eveiy 
distinction that arises, as well as that into which all 
distinctions are dissolved; pulsatmg within itself, but 
ever motionless, shaken to its depths, but still at 
rest. It IS seh-identical, for the distmctions are tauto- 
logical; they are distmctions that are none This self- 
identical reality stands, therefore, in relation solely 
to itself. To itself, which means this is an other, to 
which the relation points; and relation to itself 'j|5 
more strictly, breaking asunder, in other words, thM^ 
very self-identity is mtemal distinction. These sundered \ 
factors have, hence, each a separate bemg of their own ; 
each is an opposite — of an other; and thus with each 
the other is therein ipso facto expressly given; or it is 
not the opposite of an other, but only the pure opposite ; 
and thus each is, therefore, in itself the opposite of 
itself. Or, agam, each is not an opposite at all, but 
exists purely for itself, a pure seM-identical reality, with 
no distinction m it. This bemg so, we do not need to 
ask, still less to treat anxiety over such a question as 
philosophy, — or even regard this as a question philo- 
sophy cannot answer,— “how distmction or otherness is 
to come out of this pure essence, how these are to be really 
got out of it”. For the process of disruption has already 
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taken place; distinction has been excluded from the 
self -identical entity, and put on one side so far as it is 
concerned; -what was to have been the self -identical is 
thus already one of the sundered elements, instead of 
being the absolute essential reality. That the self- 
identical breaks asunder means, therefore, just as 
truly that it supersedes itself as already sundered, 
that it cancels itself qua otherness. The unity which 
people usually have in mind when they say distinction 
cannot come out of unity, is, in point of fact, itself 
merely one moment of the process of disruption; it is 
the abstraction of simphcity, which stands %n contrast 
with distinction. But m that it is abstraction, is merely 
one of the two opposed elements, the statement thus 
already implies that the unity is the process of breakmg 
asunder; for if the unity is a negative element, an 
opposite, then it is put forward precisely as that which 
contains opposition withm it. The different aspects of 
diremption and of becoming self-identical are therefore 
likewise merely this process of seU-canceUing. Tor 
since the self-identical element, which should first 
divide itself asunder or pass into its opposite, is an 
abstraction, i.e. is already itself a sundered element, its 
diremption is eo ipso a cancelling of what it is, and 
thus the canceUing of its bemg sundered. The process 
of becoming self-identical is like'wise a process of 
diremption ; what becomes identical with itself thereby 
opposes itseK to disruption, that is, itself thereby puts 
itself on one side; in other words, it becomes really 
something sundered. 

Infinitude, this absolute unrest of pure self -movement, 
such that whatever is determined m any way, e.g., as 
being, is reaUy the opposite of this determmateness — 
has from the start been no doubt the very soul of aU 
that has gone before; but it is m the inner world that 
it has first come out exphcitly and definitely. The 
world of appearance, or the play of forces, already 
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shows its operation; hut it is in the first instance as 
Explanation that it comes openly forward And since 
it IS at length an object for consciousness, and conscious- 
ness IS aware of it as what it is, consciousness is in this 
way Self -consciousness. Understandmg’s function of 
explammg furnishes in the first instance merely the 
description of what self-consciousness is. Understanding 
cancels the distmctions present in Law, distmctions 
which have already become pure distmctions but are 
still indifferent, and puts them inside a single unity, 
Eorce. This identification however, is at the same time 
and immediately a process of diremption; for under- 
standing removes the distmctions and sets up the one- 
ness of force only by the fact that it creates a new dis- 
tmction of force and law, which at the same time, 
however, is no distmction. And moreover in that this 
distmction is at the same time no distinction, it pro- 
ceeds further and cancels this distmction again, since 
it lets force have just the same constitution as law. 
This process or necessity is, however, m this form, 
still a necessity and a process of understandmg, or the 
process as such is not the object of understandmg, 
mstead, understandmg has as its objects m that process 
positive and negative electricity, distance, velocity, 
force of attraction, and a thousand other things — 
objects which make up the content of the moments of 
the process. It is just for that reason that there is so 
much satisfaction m explanation, because consciousness 
bemg there, if we may use such an expression, in direct 
communion with itself, enjoys itself only. No doubt 
It there seems to be occupied with somethmg else, but 
in pomt of fact it is busied all the while merelv with 
itself. 

In the opposite law, as the inversion of the first law, 
or in internal distinction, infimtude doubtless becomes 
itself object of understanding. But once more under- 
standing fails to do justice to mfinity as such, since 
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understanding assigns again to two worlds, or to two 
substantial elements, that which is distmction per se , — 
the self -repulsion of the selfsame, and the self -attraction 
of unlike factors. To understandmg the process, as it 
IS found in experience, is here an event that happens, 
and the selfsame and the unlike are predicates, whose 
reality is an underlying substratum. What is for under- 
standmg an object m a covering veil of sense, now 
comes before us m its essential form as a pure notion. 
This apprehension of distinction as it truly is, the 
apprehension of infimtude as such, is something for 
us [observing the course of the process], or is implicit, 
immanent. The exposition of its notion belongs to 
science. Consciousness, however, in the way it immedi- 
ately has this notion, again appears as a peculiar form 
or new athtude of consciousness, which does not recog- 
nize its own essential nature in what has gone before, 
but looks upon it as something quite different 

In that 'this notion of infinitude is its object, it is 
thus a consciousness of the distmction as one which 
at the same time is at once cancelled. Consciousness 
is for itself and on its own account, it is a distmguishing 
of what is undistinguished, it is Self-conseiousness. I 
distmguish myself from myseK, and therein I am 
immediately aware that this factor distinguished from 
me is not distinguished. I, the selfsame being, thrust 
myself away from myself, but this which is dis- 
tmguished, which is set up as unlike me, is immediately 
on its being distinguished no distinction for me. Con- 
sciousness of an other, of an object in general, is mdeed 
itself necessarily self-consciousness, reflectedness mto 
self, consciousness of seK in its otherness. The neces- 
sary advance from the previous attitudes of conscious- 
ness, which found their true content to be a thing, 
somethmg other than themselves, brmgs to light this 
very fact that not merely is consciousness of a thing 
only possible for a self-consciousness, but that this 
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self-consciousness alone is the truth of those attitudes. 
But it is only for us [who trace this process] that this 
truth IS actually present; it is not yet so for the con- 
sciousness immersed in the experience. Self-conscious- 
ness has m the first instance become a specific reality 
on its own account {fur sich), has come into being for 
itself ; it is not yet in the form of unity with conscious- 
ness m general. 

We see that in the inner being of the sphere of appear- 
ance, understanding gets to know in truth nothing 
else but appearance itself, not, however, appearance in 
the shape of a play of forces, but that play of forces 
in its absolutely universal moments and in the process 
of those moments; in fact, understanding merely 
experiences itself. ]^ised above p^ception^- coGscious- 
ness rev eals its elf_ unite d an d boun d u p wi th t he s uper- 
sensible world through the mediating agency of the 
fSalEQ^of api^f ance, through which it gazes into this 
background that lies behmd appearance. The two 
extremes, the one that of the pure inner region, the 
other that of the inner bemg gazing into this pure 
inner region, are now merged together; and as they 
have disappeared qua extremes, the middle term, the 
mediatmg agency, qua somethmg other than these 
extremes, has also vanished. This curtain [of appear- 
ance], therefore, hanging before the inner world is 
withdrawn, and we have here the inner bein g [the ego] 
gazing into the inner realm— the vision of the undis- 
linguisfied seKsame reality, which repels itself from 
itself, affirms itself as a divided and distinguished inner 
reality, but as one for which at the same time the two 
factors have immediately no distinction; what we have 
here is Self-consciousness. It is manifest that behind the 

is to hide the inner world, 
there is nothmg to be seen unless we ourselves go 
behind there, as much in order that we may thereby 
see, as that there may he somethmg behind there which 
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can be seen. But it is clear at the same time that we 
cannot without more ado go straightway behind there. 
For this knowledge of what is the truth of the idea of 
the realm of appearance and of its inner being, is itself 
only a result arrived at after a long and devious process, 
m the course of which the modes of consciousness, 
“meaning”, “perception”, and “understanding” dis- 
appear. And it will be equally evident that to get 
acquainted with what consciousness knows when it is 
knowing itself, requires us to fetch a stiU wider compass. 
What follows will set this forth at length. 




B 


SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS i 


1 Cp. PropadeuUkp p 84 ff 
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THE TRUTH WHICH CONSCIOUS CERTAINTY 
OF SELF REALIZES 


The analysis of experience up to this point has been occupied with the 
relation of consciousness to an object admittedly diffeient m nature 
from the mind aware of it This external opposition, howevei, breaks 
down undei analysis, and we are left with the result that consciousness 
does and must find itself m unity with its object, a unity wdiieh implies 
identity of nature between consciousness and its object consciousness 
becomes “certam of itself m its object” This is not merely a lesult, but 
the truest expression of the imtial relation with which experience starts 
It is, therefore, the ground of the possibility of any i elation between the 
terms m question “consciousness of self” is the basis of the consciousness 
of anythmg whatsoever This is Hegel’s re-mterpretation of the Kantian 
analysis of experience 

But this result is, agam, reaUy the staiting-pomt for a further analysis 
of experience, but of expeiience at a higher level of realization Con- 
sciousness of self IS to begm with a geneial attitude, a defimte type of 
expeiience, which requires elucidation It has its own conditions and 
forms of manifestation Self-consciousness, being supreme, must realize 
itself m relation to nature, to other selves similar to the self, and to the 
Ultimate Being of the world These are different kmds of content with 
which consciousness is to find its oneness, and they furnish different 
forms in which the same principle is manifested The argument seeks 
to show that these forms are also different degrees of realization of self- 
consciousness The outcome of the argument is that self-consciousness 
is truly realized only when it is imiversal self-consciousness, when con- 
sciousness is certam of itself throughout all reality, and explicitly finds 
there only itself This result takes the form, as we shall see, of what is 
called Reason 

The immediately succeeding section takes up the first stage of the 
development of self -consciousness — the consciousness of self in i elation 
to nature This takes the shape of Desire, Instinct, Impulse, etc , and 
involves the category of Life This relationship, while undoubtedly 
implying the sense of self in the object and consciousness of unity with 
it, IS the least satisfying and the least complete of all the modes of self- 
consciousness It points the way, therefore, to the fuller sense of self 
obtained when the self is aware of itself in relation to another self. 
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OF SELF REALIZES 


In the kinds of certainty hitherto considered, the truth 
for consciousness is something other than consciousness 
itself. The conception, however, of this truth vanishes 
in the course of our experience of it. What the ob- 
ject immediately was in itself— wh.eth.ev mere being 
m sense-certainty, a concrete thmg in perception, or 
force in the case of understanding — ^it turns out, in 
truth, not to be this really; but mstead, this mherent 
nature (AnsicJi) proves to be a way in which it is for 
an other . The abstract conception of the object gives 
way before the actual concrete object, or the first 
immediate idea is cancelled in the course of experience 
Blere certainty vanished m favour of the truth. There 
has now arisen, however, what was not established 
in the case of these previous relationships, viz. a cer- 
tainty which IS on a par with its truth, for the certainty 
is to itself its own object, and consciousness is to itself 
the truth. Otherness, no doubt, is also found there; 
consciousness, that is, makes a distinction, but what is 
distmguished is of such a kind that consciousness, 
at the same time, holds there is no distmction made. 
If we call the movement of knowledge conception, and 
knowledge, qua simple unity or Ego, the object, we see 
that not only for us [tracmg the process], but likewise 
for knowledge itself, the object corresponds to the 
conception ; or, if we put it in the other form and call 
conception what the object is in itself, while applying 
the term object to what the object is qua object or 
for an other, it is clear that bemg “m-itself” and being 
‘ far_an other” are here the same. Eor the inherent 
being {Ansieh) is consciousness; yet it is still just as 
much that for which an other (viz. what is “m-itself”) 
is. And it is for consciousness that the inherent nature 
(^Ansich) of the objen^ and its “being for an other” are 
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one and the same. Ego is the content of the relation, 
and itsell the process of relatiQg. It is E go itself wh ich 
IS oppo sed to a n other, and, atjthe^,same time, re aches 
ouTFeyond this other, which other is aU the same token 
to"be only itse lf. ~ 

~”With self-consciocsness, then, we have now passed 
into the native land of truth, into that kmgdoni where 
it IS at home. We have to see how the form or attitude 
of self-consciousness m the first instance appears. 
When we consider this new form and type of knowledge, 
the knowledge of self, in its relation to that which 
preceded, namely, the knowledge of an other, we find, 
indeed, that this latter has vanished, but that its 
moments have, at the same time, been preserved; and 
the loss consists in this, that those moments are here 
present as they are imphcitly, as they are in themselves. 
The being which “meaning” dealt with, particularity 
and the univeisality of perception opposed to it, as also 
the empty, inner region of understanding — ^these are 
no longer present as substantial elements {Wese%), 
but as moments of self -consciousness, i.e. as abstractioDS 
or differences, which are, at the same time, of no account 
for consciousness itself, or are not differences at all, 
and are purely vanishmg entities (Wesen). 

What seems to have been lost, then, is only the 
principal moment, viz the simple fact of having 
independent subsistence for consciousness. But, m 
reahty, self-consciousness is reflexion out of the bare 
being that belongs to the world of sense and perception, 
and IS essentially the return out of otherness. As self- 
consciousness, it IS movement. But when it distinguishes 
' only its self as such from itself, distmction is straightway 
taken to be superseded m the sense of involving other- 
ness. The distmction ^s not, and self-consciousness is 
only motionless tautology. Ego is Ego, I am I. When 
for self-consciousness the distmction does not also have 
the shape of being, it is not self-consciousness. For 
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self-consciousness, then, otherness is a fact, it does 
exist as a distinct moment, hut the unity of itself with 
this difference is also a fact for self-consciousness, and 
IS a second distinct moment. With that first moment, 
seh-consciousness occupies the position of consciousness, 
and the whole expanse of the world of sense is conserved 
as its object, but at the same time only as related to 
the second moment, the unity of self-consciousness 
with itself. And, consequently, the sensible wo rid^oa 
regarded by seh-consciousnes s as havin g a sub sistence 
wBMTisrhdwever, onTya^j^rance, or fdriiis a distinc- 
tion from self-oonseiousness that jpe? se has no being. 
This opposition of its appearance and its truth finds its 
real essence, however, only in the truth — ^m the unity of 
self-consciousness with itself. This unity must become 
essential to self-consciousness, i.e. self-consciousness is 
the stat e of Desire in general. Consciousness has, qua 
^E-conscTousne^ThencHdrWa twofold object — ^the one 
immediate, the object of sense-certainty and of percep- 
tion, which, however, is here found to be marked by 
the character of negation; the second, viz. itself, which 
is the true essence, and is found m the first instance only 
in the opposition of the first object to it. Self-conscious- 
ness presents itself here as the process m which this 
opposition is removed, and oneness or identity with 
itself estabhshed. 

Tor us or implicitly, the object, which is the negative 
element for self-consciousness, has on its side returned 
into itself, just as on the other side consciousness has 
done. Through this reflex ion mto self, the object has 
become Life. What self-consciousiiess distinguishes as 
havmg a being distinct from itself, has in it too, so 
far as it is affirmed to he, not merely the aspect of 
sense-certainty and perception; it is a being reflected 
mto itself, and the object of immediate desire is some- 
thing livmg. For the inherent reality {Ansich), the 
general result of the relation of the understandmg to 
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the inner nature of things, is the distinguishing of 
what cannot he distinguished, or is the unity of what is 
distinguished. This unity, however, is, as we saw, just 
as much its recoil from itself; and this conception 
breaks asunder into the opposition of self-conscious- 
ness and life: the former is the unity for which the 
absolute unity of differences exists, the latter, however, 
is only this unity itself, so that the unity is not at the 
same time for itself. Thus, accordmg to the indepen- 
dence possessed by consciousness, is the independence 
which its object in itself possesses. Self-consciousness, 
which IS absolutely for %tsdf, and characterizes its 
object directly as negative, or is primarily desire, will 
really, therefore, find through experience this object’s 
mdependence 

The determmation of the principle of life,^ as obtained 
from the conception or general result with which we 
enter this new sphere, is sufS.cient to characterize it, 
without its nature being evolved further out of that 
notion. Its circuit is completed m the following moments. 
The essential element (Wesen) is mfinitude as the 
supersession of all distmctions, the pure rotation on its 
own axis, itself at rest while bemg absolutely restless 
infimtude, the very self-dependence in which the differ- 
ences brought out in the process are all dissolved, the 
simple reality of time, which in this self-identity has 
the solid form and shape of space. The differences, 
however, all the same hold as differences in this simple 
universal medium; for this universal flux exercises its 
negative activity merely in that it is the sublation of 
them; but it could not transcend them unless they 
had a subsistence of their own. Precisely this flux is 
itseK, as self-identical independence, their subsistence 
or their substance, m which they accordingly are dis- 
tinct members, parts which have being m them own 
right. Being no longer has the significance of mere 

1 Cp. Hegel’s Log%hf T, II, Absch 3 Kap i — “das Leben ” 
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abstract being, nor has their naked essence the meaning 
of abstract universality their being now is just that 
simple fluent substance of the pure movement withm 
itsell. The difference, however, of these members %nter 
se consists, in general, m no other characteristic than 
that of the moments of mfimtude, or of the mere move- 
ment itself. 

The mdependent members exist for themselves. To 
be thus for themselves, however, is really as much their 
reflexion directly into the unity, as this unity is the 
brea king asunder into independent forms The unity 
IS sundered because it is absolutely negative or infinite 
unity; and because it is subsistence, difference likewise 
has independence only in %t. This independence of 
the form appears as a determinate entity, as what is 
for another, for the form is something disunited; and 
the caneellmg of diremption takes effect to that 
extent through another. But this sublation lies ]ust as 
much in the actual form itself. Tor ]ust that flux is the 
substance of the independent forms. This substance, 
however, is infinite, and hence the form itself in its 
very subsistence involves diremption, or sublation of 
its existence for itself. 

If we distmguish more exactly the moments con- 
tamed here, we see that we have as first moment the 
subsistence of the independent forms, or the suppression 
of what distmetion inherently involves, viz. that the 
forms have no being per se, and no subsistence. The 
second moment, however, is the subjection of that 
subsistence to the infimtude of distinction. In the first 
moment there is the subsisting, persistmg mode or 
form; by its being in its own right, or by its being in 
its determinate shape an infinite substance, it comes 
forward m opposition to the universal substance, 
disowns this fluent contmuity with that substance, 
and insists that it is not dissolved in this umversal 
element, but rather on the contrary preserves itself 
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by and through its separation from this its inorgamc 
nature, and by the fact that it consumes this inorgamc 
nature. Life in the universal fluid medium, quietly, 
silently shaping and mouldmg and distributmg the 
forms m all their mamfold detail, becomes by that very 
activity the movement of those forms, or passes into 
life qua Process. The mere universal flux is here the 
inherent bemg, the outer being, the “other”, is the 
distmction of the forms assumed. But this flux, this 
fluent condition, becomes itself the other in virtue of 
this very distmction; because now it exists “for” or 
in relation to that distinction, "which is self -conditioned 
and self-contamed {an und fur sich), and consequently 
is the endless, infinite movement by which that stable 
medium is consumed — is life as living. 

This inversion of character, however, is on that 
account again invertedness in itself as such. What is 
consumed is the essential reahty: the Indwiduahty, 
which preserves itself at the expense of the universal 
and gives itself the feeling of its unity "with itself, 
precisely thereby cancels its contrast with the other, 
by means of which it exists for itself. The umty with 
self, which it gives itself, is just the fluent continuity of 
differences, or universal dissolution. But, conversely, 
the cancelling of mdividual subsistence at the same tune 
produces the subsistence. For since the essence of the 
individual form — ^universal hfe — and the seH-existent 
entity per se are simple substance, the essence, by 
puttmg the other withm itself, cancels this its o-wn 
simphcity or its essence, i e. it sunders that simplicity; 
and this disruption of fluent undifferentiated continuity 
is just the setting up, the affirmation, of mdi'viduahty. 
The simple substance of life, therefore, is the diremp- 
tion of itself mto shapes and forms, and at the same 
time the dissolution of these substantial differences; 
and the resolution of this diremption is j‘ust as much a 
process of diremption, of articulatmg. Thus both the 
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Sides of the entire mo-vement which were before dis- 
tinguished, VIZ., the setting up of individual foi ms lying 
apart and undisturbed in the universal medium of 
independent existence, and the process of life — collapse 
mto one another. The latter is ]ust as much a formation 
of mdependent mdividual shapes, as it is a way of 
canceUmg a shape assumed; and the former, the setting 
up of individual forms, is as much a cancelling as an 
articulation of them. The fluent, continuous element 
is itseH only the abstraction of the essential reality, 
or it IS actual only as a definite shape or form; and that 
it articulates itself is once more a breakmg up of the 
articulated form, or a dissolution of it. The entire circuit 
of this activity constitutes Life. It is neither what is 
expressed to begin with, the immediate contmuity and 
concrete solidity of its essential nature; nor the stable, 
subsisting form, the discrete individual which exists on 
its own account; nor the bare process of this form; nor 
again is it the simple combmation of all these moments. 
It is none of these ; it is the whole which develops itself, 
resolves its own development, and m this movement 
simply preserves itself. 

Since we started from the first immediate unity, and 
returned through the moments of form-determmation, 
and of process, to the unity of both these moments, 
and thus again back to the first simple substance, we 
see that this reflected unity is other than the first. As 
opposed to that immediate unity, the unity expressed 
as a mode of being, this second is the universal unity, 
which holds aU these moments sublated within itself. 
It IS the simple genus, which in the movement of life 
itseh does not exist m this simplicity for itseM, but in 
this result pomts life towards what is other than itself, 
namely, towards Consciousness tor which life exists as 
this umty or as genus. 

This other life, however, for which the genus as such 
exists and which is genus for itself, namely, self-con- 
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sciousness, exists in the first instance only in the form 
of this simple, essential reahty, and has for object 
itself qua pure Ego. In the course of its experience, 
which we are now to consider, this abstract object will 
grow m richness, and wiU be unfolded in the way we 
have seen in the case of hfe. 

The simple ego is this genus, or the bare universal, 
for which the differences are insubstantial, only by its 
being the negative essence of the moments which have 
assumed a definite and independent form. And self- 
consciousness IS thus only assured of itself through 
sublatmg this other, which is presented to seU-con- 
sciousness as an independent hfe, self-consciousness is 
Des%re. Convinced of the nothmgness of this other, it 
definitely affirms this nothingness to he for itself the 
truth of this other, negates the independent object, 
and thereby acquires the certainty of its own self, as 
true certamty, a certamty which it has become aware of 
in objective form. 

In this state of satisfaction, however, it has experi- 
ence of the independence of its object. Desire and the 
certaintj^ of its self obtained in the gratification of 
desire, are conditioned by the object; for the certainty 
exists through cancelling this other; m order that this 
cancelling may be effected, there must be this other. 
Self-consciousness is thus unable by its negative 
relation to the object to abolish it; because of that 
relation it rather produces it again, as well as the 
desire. The object desired is, in fact, somethmg other 
than self-consciousness, the essence of desire; and 
through this experience this truth has become realized. 
At the same time, however, self-consciousness is like- 
wise absolutely for itself, exists on its own account; and 
it IS so only by sublation of the object; and it must 
come to feel its satisfaction, for it is the truth. On 
account of the independence of the object, therefore, it 
can only attam satisfaction when_Jb his, .ohjec t itself 
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^ecfa ally brin gs-jahojit .negation mthin The 

object must per se effect this negation of itself, for it is 
inherently {an s%ch) something negative, and must be 
for the other what it is. Since the object is m its very 
seh negation, and m bemg so is at the same time 
independent, it is Consciousness. In the case of life, 
which IS the object of desire, the negation either hes 
in an other, namely, in desire, or lakes the form of 
determinateness standing in opposition to an other 
external indmduum indifferent to it, cn appears as 
its inorganic general nature. The above general mde- 
pendent nature, however, in the case of which negation 
takes the form of absolute negation, is the genus as such, 
or as self-consciousness. Self-consciou sness, attams i ts 
satisfa ction only m anothe r self-consciousness. 

It is in these three moments that the nolion of self- 
consciousness first gets completed : {a) pure undifferenti- 
ated ego IS its first immediate object. (&) This immediacy 
is itself, however, thoroughgoing mediation; it has its 
being only by cancelling the independent object, in 
other words it is Desire. The satisfaction of desire is 
indeed the reflexion of self-consciousness mto itself, 
IS the certamty which has passed mto objective truth. 
But (c) the truth of this certamty is really twofold 
reflexion, the reduphcation of self-eonsciousness. Con- 
sciousness has an object which implicates its own other- 
ness or affirms distinction as a void distmction, and 
therein is mdependent. The mdividual form dis- 
tinguished, which is only a hvmg form, certamly 
cancels its independence also m the process of life itself ; 
but it ceases along with its distinctive difference to be 
what it is. The object of self-consciousness, however, 
is still mdependent in this negativity of itself; and thus 
it is for itself genus, umversal flux or continuity in the 
very distmctiveness of its own separate existence; it 
IS a hving self-consciousness. 

A self-consciousness has before it a self-consciousness. 
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Only so and only then is it self -consciousness in actual 
fact, for here first of all it comes to have the unity of 
itself in its otherness. Ego which is the object of its 
notion, IS in pomt of fact not ^‘object”. The object of 
desire, however, is only independent, for it is the uni- 
versal, ineradicable substance, the fluent self-identical 
essential reality. When a_ self-consciousness is_.tli© 
objec t^ the obje ct is just as much ego_as object. 

With this we already ha’ve before us the notion of 
Mind or Spirit. What consciousness has further to 
become aware of, is the experience of what mmd is 
— this absolute substance, which is the unity of the 
different seK-related and self-existent self-conscious- 
nesses in the perfect freedom and mdependence of their 
opposition as component elements of that substance: 
Ego that is “we”, a plurality of Egos, and “we” that is 
a single Ego. Consciousness first finds in seH-conscious- 
ness — ^the notion of mmd — ^its turning-point, where it 
leaves the parti-coloured show of the sensuous immedi- 
ate, passes from the dark void of the transcendent and 
remote super-sensuous, and steps mto the spiritual 
dayhght of the present. 
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INDEPENDENCE AND DEPENDENCE OE 
SELE-CONSCIOUSNESS 

LORDSHIP AND BONDAGE 

The selves conscious of self in another self are, of course, distinct and 
separate from each other The diffeience is, in the first instance, a 
question of degree of self-assertion and self -maintenance one is stronger, 
higher, more independent than another, and capable of assertmg this at 
the expense of the other Still, even this distmction of primary and 
secondary rests ultimately on their identity of constitution, and the 
course of the analysis here gradually brmgs out this essential identity 
as the true fact The equality of the selves is the truth, or completer 
realization, of self in another self, the affinity is higher and more ultimate 
than the disparity Still, the struggle and conflict of selves must be gone 
through m order to brmg out this result Hence the present section 
The background of Hegel’s thought is the remarkable human phenome- 
non of the subordmation of one self to another which we have m all 
forms of servitude — whether slavery, serfdom, or voluntary service 
Servitude is not only a phase of human history, it is m principle a 
condition of the development and mamtenance of the consciousness of 
self as a fact of experience 
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Skle-oonscioijsness exists in itself and for itself, in 
that, and by the fact that it exists for another self- 
consciousness; that IS to say, it is only by being acknow- 
ledged or “recognized”. The conception ol this its unity 
in its duplication, of infinitude realizing itself in 
self-consciousness, has many sides to it and encloses 
within it elements of varied significance. Thus its 
moments must on the one hand be strictly kept apart 
m detailed distinctiveness, and, on the other, m this 
distinction must, at the same time, also be taken as 
not distinguished, or must always be accepted and 
understood in their opposite sense. This double meanmg 
of what IS distmguished bes in the nature of self- 
consciousness: — of its being infinite, or directly the 
opposite of the determinateness m which it is fixed. 
The detailed exposition of the notion of this spiritual 
unity m its duplication will bring before us the process 
of Eecognition. 

Self-consciousness has before it another sefi-con- 
sciousness; it has come outside itself. This has a double 
significance. First it has lost its own self, since it finds 
itself as an other being ; secondly, it has thereby sublated 
that other, for it does not regard the oth er as essentially 
real, buT^esi ts ow n self in the other. 

^it musFcancel this its other. To do so is the subla- 
tion of that first double meaning, and is therefore a 
second double meanmg. First, it must set itself to 
sublate the other independent being, in order thereby 
to become certain of itself as true bemg, secondly, it 
thereupon proceeds to sublate its own self, for this 
other IS itseU. 

This sublation in a double sense of its otherness in 
a double sense is at the same time a return in a double 
sense into its self. For, firstly, through sublation, it 
gets back itself, because it becomes one with itself 
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again through the cancelhng of its otherness; but 
secondly, it likewise gives otherness back again to the 
other self-consciousness, lor it was aware of being m 
the other, it cancels this its own being in the other and 
thus lets the other again go free. 

This process of self-consciousness in relation to 
another self-consciousness has in this manner been 
represented as the action of one alone. But this action 
on the part of the one has itself the double significance 
of bemg at once its own action and the action of that 
other as weU. For the other is likewise independent, 
shut up within itself, and there is nothing in it which 
IS not there through itself. The first does not have the 
object before it only m the passive form characteristic 
primarily of the object of desire, but as an object 
eidstmg independently for itself, over which therefore 
it has no power to do anything for its own behoof, if 
that object does not per se do what the first does to it. 
The process then is absolutely the double process of 
both self-consciousnesses. Each sees the other do the 
same as itself ; each itself does what it demands on the 
part of the other, and for that reason does what it does, 
only so far as the other does the same. Action from one 
side only would be useless, because what is to happen 
can only be brought about by means of both. 

The action has then a double entente not only in the 
sense that it is an act done to itself as well as to the 
other, but also in the sense that the act smipliciter is 
the act of the one as weU as of the other regardless of 
their distinction. 

In this movement we see the process repeated which 
came before us as the play of forces; in the present case, 
however, it is found m consciousness. What in the 
former had effect only for us [contemplatmg experi- 
ence], holds here for the terms themselves. The middle 
term is self-consciousness which breaks itself up into 
the extremes ; and each extreme is this interchange of 
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its own determinateness, and complete transition into 
the opposite. While qua consciousness, it no douht 
comes outside itself, stdl, in hemg outside itself, it is 
at the same time restramed withm itself, it exists for 
itself, and its self-externalization is for consciousness. 
Consciousness finds that it immediately is and is not 
another consciousness, as also that this other is for 
itself only when it cancels itself as existing for itself, and 
has seK-existence only m the self -existence of the other. 
Each IS the mediating term to the other, through 
which each mediates and unites itself with itself ; and 
each IS to itself and to the other an immediate self- 
existing reahty, which, at the same time, exists thus 
for itself only through this mediation. They recognize 
themselves as mutually recognizing one another. 

This pure conception of recognition, of duplication 
of seK-consciousness withm its unity, we must now 
consider m the way its process appears for self-conscious- 
ness. It will, in the first place, present the aspect of the 
disparity of the two, or the break-up of the middle 
term into the extremes, which, qua extremes, are 
opposed to one another, and of which one is merely 
recognized, while the other only recognizes. 

Self-consciousness is primarily simple existence for 
seK, self-identity by exclusion of every other from 
itseK. It takes its essential nature and absolute object 
to be Ego; and m this immediacy, m this bare fact of 
its self-existence, it is mdividual. That which for it is 
other stands as unessential object, as object with the 
impress and character of negation. But the other is 
also a self-consciousness ; an individual makes its 
appearance in antithesis to an individual. Appearing 
thus in their immediacy, they are for each other in the 
manner of ordmary objects. They are independent 
mdividual forms, modes of consciousness that have 
not risen above the bare level of life (for the existent 
object here has been determined as life). They are. 
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moreover, forms of consciousness wliich have not yet 
accomplished for one another the process of absolute 
abstraction, of uprooting all immediate existence, and 
of being merely the bare, negative fact of self -identical 
consciousness ,• or, m other words, have not yet revealed 
themselves to each other as existing purely for them- 
selves, i.e., as self -consciousness. Each is indeed certain 
of its own self, but not of the other, and hence its own 
certamty of itself is still without truth. For its truth 
would be merely that its own individual existence for 
itself would be shown to it to be an independent object, 
or, which is the same thmg, that the object would be 
exhibited as this pure certainty of itself. By the notion 
of recognition, however, this is not possible, except in 
the form that as the other is for it, so it is for the other; 
each in its self through its own action and again through 
the action of the other achieves this pure abstraction 
of existence for self. 

The presentation of itself, however, as pure abstrac- 
tion of self-consciousness consists in showing itself as a 
pure negation of its objective form, or in showing that 
it is fettered to no determinate existence, that it is not 


bound at all by the particularity everywhere character- 
jfs-tic of existence as such, and is not tied up with life, 
"^^‘e process of bringing all this out involves a twofold 
actfeQjj^ — ^action on the part of the other and action on 
b)art of itself. In so far as it is the other’s action, 
each ^t the destruction and death of the other. 

But m \ there is implicated also the second kind of 
action, former implies that it risks 

its own The relation of both self-consciousnesse s 
- way so constitut e d that" they prove th em- 
other through a hfe-and-death strug gle. 
TE^ must en^gj. struggle, for they must bring 

their certamty g| themselves, the certamty of bemg 
for themselves, tg objective truth, and make 


this a fact both 


in the case of the other and in their 
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own case as well. And it is solely by risking life that 
freedom is obtained; only thus is it tried and proved 
that the essential nature of seK-consciousness is not 
bare existence, is not the merely immediate form in 
which it at first makes its appearance, is not its mere 
absorption in the expanse of Me. Rather it is thereby 
guaranteed that there is nothing present but what 
might be taken as a vanishing moment — ^that self-con- 
sciousness IS merely pure self-existence, bemg-for-seK. 
The individual, who has not staked his life, may, no 
doubt, be recognized as a Person; but he has not 
attained the truth of this recognition as an independent 
self-consciousness. In the same way each must aim at 
the death of the other, as it risks its own life thereby; 
for that other is to it of no more worth than itself; 
the other’s reality is presented to the former as an 
external other, as outside itself, it must cancel that 
externality The other is a purely existent consciousness 
and entangled m manifold ways; it must view its 
otherness as pure existence for itself or as absolute 
negation. 

This trial by death, however, cancels both the truth 
which was to result from it, and therewith the certainty 
of self altogether. Por just as Me is the natural “position” 
of consciousness, independence without absolute nega- 
tivity, so death is the natural “negation” of conscious- 
ness, negation without independence, which thus remams 
without the requisite significance of actual recognition. 
Through death, doubtless, there has arisen the certainty 
that both did stake their Me, and held it hghtly both 
in their own case and in the case of the other; but that 
is not for those who underwent this struggle. They 
cancel ffieir consciousness which had its place in this 
ahen element of natural existence; in other words, 
they cancel themselves and are sublated as terms or 
extremes see kin g to have existence on their own 
account. But along vidth this there vanishes from the 
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play of change the essential moment, viz. that of 
hreakmg up into extremes with opposite character- 
istics; and the middle term collapses into a lifeless 
unity which is broken up into lifeless extremes, merely 
existent and not opposed. And the two do not mutually 
give and receive one another back from each other 
through consciousness; they let one another go quite 
indifierently, like things. Their act is abstract negation, 
not the negation characteristic of consciousness, which 
cancels in such a way that it preserves and maintains 
what IS sublated, and thereby survives its being 
sublated. 

In this experience seh-consciousness becomes aware 
that hfe is as essential to it as pure self-consciousness. 
In immediate self-consciousness the simple ego is 
absolute object, which, however, is for us or in itseK 
absolute mediation, and has as its essential moment 
substantial and sokd independence. The dissolution of 
that simple unity is the result of the first experience; 
through this there is posited a pure self-consciousness, 
and a consciousness which is not purely for itself, but 
for another, i.e, as an existent consciousness, con- 
sciousness in the form and shape of thinghood. Both 
moments are essential, since, in the first instance, 
they are unhke and opposed, and their reflexion into 
unity has not yet come to hght, they stand as two 
opposed forms or modes of consciousness. The one is 
independent, and its essential nature is to be for itself ; 
the other is dependent, and its essence is Me or existence 
for another. The former is the Master, or Lord, the 
latter the Bondsman. 

The ma ster is the consciousness that exists for itself ; 
but no longer merely the generaTnotion of exist'^oe'for 
self. Rather, it is a consciousness existing on its own 
account which is mediated with itself through an other 
consciousness, i e. through an other whose very nature 
implies that it is bound up with an mdependent being 
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or With thmghood m general. The raaster brings himself 
into relation to both these moments, to a thmg as such, 
the object of desire, and to the consciousness whose 
essential character is thmghood. And since the master, 
IS (a) qua notion of self-consciousness, an immediate 
relation of self-existence, but (&) is now moreover at 
the same time mediation, or a bemg-for-self which is 
for itself only through an other — ^he [the master] stands 
in relation {a) immediately to both (&) mediately to 
each through the other. The master relates himself to 
the bondsman mediately through mdependent existence, 
for that IS precisely what keeps the bondsman in 
thrall; it is his chain, from which he could not m the 
struggle get away, and for that reason he proved him- 
self to be dependent, to have his independence in the 
shape of thinghood. The master, however, is the power 
controlling this state of existence, for he has shown in 
the struggle that he holds it to be merely something 
negative Smce he is the power dominating existence, 
while this existence agam is the power controlhng the 
other [the bondsman], the master holds, par consequence, 
this other in subordination In the same way the 
master relates himself to the thmg mediately through 
the bondsman. The bondsman being a self-conscious- 
ness m the broad sense, also takes up a negative attitude 
to things and cancels them, but the thmg is, at the 
same time, independent for him, and, in consequence, 
he cannot, with all his negatmg, get so far as to anmhi- 
late it outright and be done with it, that is to say, he 
merely works on it. To the master, on the other hand, 
by means of this mediatmg process, belongs the imme- 
diate relation, m the sense of the pure negation of it, 
m other words he gets the enjoyment. What mere desire 
did not attain, he now succeeds in attainmg, viz. to 
have done with the thing, and find satisfaction m 
enjoyment. Desire alone did not get the length of this, 
because of the independence of the thing. The master, 
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however, who has interposed the bondsman between it 
and himself, thereby relates himself merely to the 
dependence of the thing, and enjoys it without quali- 
fication and without reserve. The aspect of its mde- 
pendence he leaves to the bondsman, who labours 
upon it. 

In these two moments, the master gets his recognition 
through an other consciousness, for in them the latter 
affirms itself as unessential, both by working upon the 
thing, and, on the other hand, by the fact of being 
dependent on a determmate existence; in neither case 
can this other get the mastery over existence, and 
succeed in absolutely negatmg it. We have thus here 
this moment of recognition, viz. that the other con- 
sciousness cancels itself as self -existent, and, ipso facto, 
itself does what the first does to it. In the same way 
we have the other moment, that this action on the part 
of the second is the action proper of the first; for what 
is done by the bondsman is properly an action on the 
part of the master. The latter exists only for himself, 
that is his essential nature; he is the negative power 
without qualification, a power to which the thmg is 
naught. And he is thus the absolutely essential act m 
this situation, while the bondsman is not so, he is an 
unessential activity. But for recognition proper there 
IS needed the moment that what the master does to the 
other he should also do to himseK, and what the bonds- 
man does to himself, he should do to the other also. 
On that account a form of recognition has arisen that 
is one-sided and rmequal. 

In aU this, the unessential consciousness is, for the 
master, the object which embodies the truth of his 
certainty of himself. But it is evident that this object 
does not correspond to its notion; for, just where the 
master has effectively achieved lordship, he really 
finds that something has come about quite different 
from an independent consciousness. It is not an mde- 
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pendent, but rather a dependent consciousness that he 
has achieved. He is thus not assured of self-existence 
as his truth; he finds that his truth is rather the un- 
essential consciousness, and the fortuitous unessential 
action of that consciousness. 

The truth of the independent consciousness is accord- 
ingly the consciousness of the bondsman. This doubtless 
appears in the first mstance outside itself, and not as 
the truth of seK-consciousness. But just as lordship 
showed its essential nature to be the reverse of what it 
wants to be, so, too, bondage will, when completed, pass 
into the opposite of what it immediately is; being a 
consciousness repressed withm itself, it -v^ enter into 
itself, and change round into real and true independence. 

We have seen what bondage is only in relation to 
lordship. But it is a self-consciousness, and we have now 
to consider what it is, in this regard, in and for itself. 
In the first instance, the master is taken to be the 
essential reahty for the state of bondage; hence, for it, 
the truth is the independent consciousness existmg for 
itself, although this truth is not taken yet as inherent 
in bondage itself. Still, it does in fact contain within 
itself this truth of pure negativity and self-existence, 
because it has experienced this reality within it. For 
this consciousness was not m peril and fear for this 
element or that, nor for this or that moment of time, 
it was afraid for its entire bemg; it felt the fear of 
death, the sovereign master. It has been in that experi- 
ence melted to its mmost soul, has trembled throughout 
its every fibre, and aU that was fixed and steadfast has 
quaked within it. This complete perturbation of its 
entire substance, this absolute dissolution of all its 
stabfiity mto fiuent continuity, is, however, the simple, 
ultimate nature of self-consciousness, absolute nega- 
tivity, pure self -ref errent existence, which consequently 
is involved in this type of consciousness. This moment 
of pure self -existence is moreover a fact for it; for in 
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the master it finds this as its object. Further, this 
bondsman’s consciousness is not only this total disso- 
lution in a general way; in serving and toilmg the 
bondsman actually carries this out. By serving he 
cancels in every particular aspect his dependence on 
and attachment to natural existence, and by his work 
removes this existence away. 

The feeling of absolute power, however, realized both 
in general and m the particular form of service, is 
only dissolution implicitly; and albeit the fear of the 
lord is the beginmng of wisdom, consciousness is not 
therem aware of being self -existent. Through work and 
labour, however, this consciousness of the bondsman 
comes to itself. In the moment which corresponds to 
desire in the case of the master’s consciousness, the 
aspect of the non-essential relation to the thing seemed 
to fall to the lot of the servant, since the thmg there 
retamed its independence. Desire has reserved to itself 
the pure negatmg of the object and thereby unalloyed 
feehng of self. This satisfaction, however, just for that 
reason is itself only a state of evanescence, for it laclcs 
objectivity or subsistence. Labour, on the other hand, is 
desire restramed and checked, evanescence delayed and 
postponed; in other words, labour shapes and fashions 
the thing. The negative relation to the object passes into 
the form of the object, into somethmg that is per- 
manent and remams; because it is just for the labourer 
that the object has independence. This negative 
mediatmg agency, this activity giving shape and form, 
is at the same time the individual existence, the pure 
self -existence of that consciousness, which now m the 
work it does is externalized and passes into the condi- 
tion of permanence. The consciousness that toils and 
serves accordingly attams by this means the direct 
apprehension of that independent being as its self. 

But again, shapmg or formmg the object has not 
only the positive significance that the bondsman 
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becomes thereby aware of himself as factually and 
objectively self -existent ; this tjrpe of consciousness 
has also a negative import, in contrast with its first 
moment, the element of fear For in shaping the thing 
it only becomes aware of its own proper negativity, its 
existence on its own account, as an object, through the 
fact that it cancels the actual form confrontmg it. 
But this objective negative element is precisely the 
alien, external reahty, before which it trembled. Now, 
however, it destroys this extraneous alien negative, 
affirms and sets itself up as a negative in the element 
of permanence, and thereby becomes for itself a self- 
existent bemg. In the master, the bondsman feels 
self -existence to be something external, an objective 
fact; m fear self -existence is present withm himself; 
in fashioning the thing, self-existence comes to be 
felt explicitly as his own proper bemg, and he attains 
the consciousness that he himself exists in its own 
right and on its own account [an und fur s%ch). By the 
fact that the form is objectified, it does not become 
something other than the consciousness mouldmg the 
thmg through work, for just that form is his pure self- 
existence, which therem becomes truly reahzed. Thus 
precisely m labour where there seemed to be merely 
some outsider’s mmd and ideas involved, the bondsman 
becomes aware, through this re-discovery of himself by 
himself, of havmg and bemg a “mmd of his own”. 

For this reflexion of self mto self the two moments, 
fear and service in general, as also that of formative 
activity, are necessary and at the same time both must 
exist m a umversal manner. Without the discipline 
of service and_ qb^ience, fea r remains formal and 
does not spread over tFe whole known reahty of 
existence. Without the formative activity shapmg the 
thing, fear remams mward ~^dr mute7^ crcbnsciousness 
does not become objective for itself. Should conscious- 
ness shape and form the thing without the initial state 
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of absolute fear, then it has a merely vain and futile 
“mind of its own”; for its form or negativity is not 
negativity per se, and hence its formative activity 
cannot furnish the consciousness of itseh as essentially 
real. If it has endured not absolute fear, but merely 
some slight anxiety, the negative reality has remained 
external to it, its substance has not been through and 
through infected thereby. Since the entire content 
of its natural consciousness has not tottered and shaken, 
it is still inherently a determmate mode of bemg; 
having a “mind of its own” {der eigene Sinn) is simply 
stubbornness (Eigensinn), a type of freedom which 
does not get beyond the attitude of bondage. As little 
as the pure form can become its essential nature, so 
httle is that form, considered as extending over par- 
ticulars, a universal formative activity, an absolute 
notion; it is rather a piece of cleverness which has 
mastery within a certain range, but not over the 
universal power nor over the entire ob]ective reality. 
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FREEDOM OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS 

STOICISM SCEPTICISM THE UNHAPPY CONSCIOUSNESS 

The previous section has established the self as ultimately a fiee self 
But even this is abstract at first, and hence the attempt to maintain it 
must pass through different stages These attempts have taken lustorical 
expression m European civilization, but these are merely instances of an 
experience that is strictly found in all mankind Hegel, however, selects 
the forms assumed m European history, and has these m mmd through- 
out the succeeding analysis The terms Stoicism and Scepticism refer 
primarily to the forms which these assumed m Greece and Rome The last 
stage of independent and free self -hood he names faute de mteux, the 
“unhappy consciousness’’ The background of historical matenal for this 
type of mmd is foimd in the religious life of the Middle Ages and the 
mental attitude assumed under the domimon of the Roman Cathohc 
Church and the Feudal Hierarchy The social and political dissolution of 
the Roman Empire has its counterpart m the mental chaos and dissolu- 
tion of Scepticism, the craving of free mmd for absolute stabihty and 
constancy amid change and imceitaint3^ found expression m an orgamzed 
attempt on the part of the Church to establish permanent connection 
between man’s mental insecurity and an Immutable Reality The two 
poles of the antithesis were far removed from each other, and the method 
or methods adopted to brmg about the umon reflect the profoimd con- 
trast of the opposmg elements It is the inner process of free mind in this 
realm of abstract subjective piety which Hegel analyses m the part 
termed the “unhappy consciousness” — “unhappy’* because craving 
complete consciousness of self and never at this stage attaining it. 

The end of this movement, and therefore the disappearance of all the 
onesidedness of abstract individual freedom of self, is found when, through 
the above struggle, there dawns on the self the consciousness of its com- 
plete and explicit unity with reahty m every shape and form. This is the 
beginning of the absolute sovereignty of the Mind — Consciousness of 
Reason as supreme The change to tins new condition found historical 
expression m the Reformation and the Renaissance 
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Independent self-consciousness partly finds its essen- 
tial reality in the bare abstraction of Ego On the 
other hand, when this abstract ego develops further 
and forms distmctions of its own, this differentiation 
does not become an objective mherently real content for 
that self-consciousness. Hence this self-consciousness 
does not become an ego which truly differentiates itself 
in its abstract simplicity, or one which remains identical 
with itself in this absolute differentiation. The repressed 
and subordinated type of consciousness, on the other 
hand, becomes, in the formative activity of work, an 
object to itself, in the sense that the form, given to 
the thmg when shaped and moulded, is his object; he 
sees m the master, at the same time, self-existence as 
a real mode of consciousness. But the subservient 
consciousness as such finds these two moments fall 
apart — ^the moment of itself as independent object, 
and the moment of this object as a mode of conscious- 
ness, and so its own proper reality. Since, however, 
the form and the self -existence are for us, or objectively 
m themselves, one and the same, and smce in- the notion 
of mdependent consciousness the inherent reality is 
consciousness, the phase of mherent existence {An- 
s%chsein) or thmghood, which received its shape and 
form through labour, is no other substance than con- 
sciousness. In this way, we have a new attitude or 
mode of consciousness brought about: a type of con- 
sciousness which takes on the form of infinitude, or 
one whose essence consists in unimpeded movement of 
consciousness. It is one which thinks or is free self- 
consciousness. For thinking does not mean bemg an 
abstract ego, but an ego which has at the same time the 
significance of inherently existing m itself; it means 
being object to itself or relatmg itself to objective 
reahty m such a way that this connotes the self- 
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existence of that consciousness for which it is an object. 
The object does not for thinking proceed by way of 
presentations or figures, but of notions, conceptions, 
i.e of a differentiated reality or essence, which, being 
an immediate content of consciousness, is nothing 
distinct from it. What is presented, shaped and con- 
structed, and existent as such, has the form of being 
something other than consciousness. A notion, however, 
is at the same time an existent, and this distinction, 
so far as it falls in consciousness itself, is its determinate 
content. But in that this content is, at the same time, 
a conceptually constituted, a comprehended (begnjfener) 
content, consciousness remains immediately aware 
withm itseK of its unity with this determinate existent 
so distmguished; not as in the case of a presentation, 
where consciousness from the first has to take special 
note that this is its idea; on the contrary, t he notio n 
is for me eo ipso ai^ atjonce mt/jnption. In thmking I 
am~ffee7n5ecause I am not m an other, but remain 
simply and solely m touch with myseM; and the object 
which for me is my essential reality, is in undivided 
unity my self-existence; and my procedure in dealing 
with notions is a process withm myself. 

It IS essential, however, m this determmation of the 
above attitude of self-consciousness to keep hold of 
the fact that this attitude is thmkmg consciousness in 
general, that its object is immediate unity of the self’s 
implicit, inherent existence, and of its existence ex- 
phoitly for self. The self-same consciousness which repels 
itself from itself, becomes aware of bemg an element 
existmg in itself. But to itself it is this element to begm 
with only as universal reahty in general, and not as this 
essential reahty appears when developed in aU the 
mamfold details it contains, when the process of its 
being brings out all its fullness of content. 

This freedom of self-consciousness, as is well known, 
has been called Stmcism, in so far as it has appeared 
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as a phenomenon conscious of itself in the course of 
the history of man’s spirit. Its principle is that con- 
sciousness IS essentially that which thinks, is a t hinking 
reality, and that anything is really essential for con- 
sciousness, or IS true and good, only when consciousness 
m dealing with it adopts the attitude of a thinking 
being. 

The manifold, seif-difierentiating expanse of life, with 
all its individualization and complication, is the object 
upon which desire and labour operate. This varied ac- 
tivity has now contracted itself into the simple distinc- 
tion which IS found m the pure process of thought. What 
has still essential reahty is not a distinction in the 
sense of a deterrmnate thmg, or in the shape of a con- 
sciousness of a determinate kind of natural existence, 
m the shape of a feeling, or again m the form of desire 
and its specific purpose, whether that purpose be set 
up by the consciousness desiring or by an extraneous 
consciousness. What has still essentiaT^glll'lluaiiC'e-liere 
is solely that distinction which is a thought-constituted 
distinction, or which, when made, is not distmguished 
from me. This consciousness in consequence takes a 
negative attitude towards the relation of lordship and 
bondage. Its action, in the case of the master, results 
in his not simply having his truth in and through the 
bondsman; and, m that of the bondsman, in not finding 
his truth m the will of his master and in service. The 
essence of this consciousness is to be free, on the throne 
as well as in fetters, throughout all the dependence that 
attaches to its mdividual existence, and to maintain 
that stohd lifeless unconcern which persistently with- 
draws from the movement of existence, from effective 
activity as well as from passive endurance, mto the 
simple essentiahty of thought. Stubbornness is that 
freedom which makes itself secure in a solid singleness, 
and keeps wtthin the sphere of bondage, ^tnicism, on 
the other hand, is the freedom which ever comes 



STOICISM 


245 


directly out of that s ph ere , an d returns back int o th e 
pure universality of thought. It is a freedom which 
can come on the scene as a general form of the world’s 
spirit only in a time of universal fear and bondage, a 
time, too, when mental cultivation is universal, and 
has elevated culture to the level of thought. 

Now while this self-consciousness finds its essential 
reality to be neither somethmg other than itself, nor 
the pure abstraction of ego, but ego which has within it 
otherness — otherness in the sense of a thought-con- 
stituted distinction — so that this ego in its otherness 
IS turned back directly into itself; yet this essential 
nature iS, at the same time, only an abstract reality. 
The freedom of self-consciousness is mdifferent towards 
natural existence, and has, therefore, let this latter go 
and remam free. The reflexion is thus duplicated. 
Freedom of thought takes only pure thought as its 
truth, and this lacks the concrete filling of life. It is, 
therefore, merely the notion of freedom, not living 
freedom itself ; for it is, to begin with, only thinkmg m 
general that is its essence, the form as such, which has 
turned away from the independence of things and gone 
back mto itself. Smce, however, mdmduality when 
actmg should show itself to be alive, or when thmkmg 
should grasp the livmg world as a system of thought, 
there ought to he in thought itself a content to supply 
the sphere of the ego, m the former case with what is 
good, and, m the latter, true, m order that there should 
throughout be no other ingredient m what consciousness 
has to deal with, except the notion which is the real 
essence. But here, by the way m which the notion as an 
abstraction cuts itself off from the multiplicity of things, 
the notion has no content in itself; the content is a 
datum, is given. Consciousness, no doubt, abolishes 
the content as an external, a foreign existent, by the 
fact that it thinks it, but the notion is a determmate 
notion, and this determinateness of the notion is the alien 
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element the notion contams ■within it. Stoicism, there - 
fore, got embarr assed, when , as th e ex pression went, it 
was a^lmdT for the criterion of truth in general, i.e. 
properly speaking, for ^j,ontent of tho ugh t iteeLf . To the 
question what is good and -true, it responded by giving 
agam the abstract, contentless thought; the true and 
good are to consist m reasonableness. But this self- 
identity of thought is simply once more pure form, in 
which nothing is determinate. The general terms true 
and good, wisdom and virtue, with whic^ Stoicism has' 
to’ stop short, afe7 therefore, in a general way, doubtleig] 
elevating; but seemg that they cannot actually and in 
Tact reach any expanse of content, they sooh'begin to 
“get wearisome. 

This thinking consciousness, in the way in which it is 
thus constituted, as abstract freedom, is therefore only 
incomplete negation of otherness. Withdrawn from ex- 
istence solely into itself, it has not there fully vindicated 
itself as the absolute negation of this existence. The 
content is held indeed to be only thought, but is thereby 
also taken to be determinate thought, and at the same 
time determinateness as such. 

' ScepUctsm is the realisation of that of which Stoicism 
is merely the notion, and is the actual experience of 
‘what freedom of thought is; it is in itself and essentially 
the negative, and must so exhibit itself. With the 
reflexion of self-consciousness mto the simple, pure 
thought of itself, independent existence or permanent 
determinateness has, in contrast to that reflexion, 
dropped as a matter of fact out of the infinitude of 
thought. In Scepticism, the entire unessentiahty and 
unsubstantiahty of this “other” becomes a reality for 
consciousness. Thought becomes thmkmg which wholly 
annihilates the bemg of the world with its manifold 
determinateness, and the negativity of free self-con- 
sciousness becomes aware of attainmg, in these manifold 
forms which life assumes, real negativity. 
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It is clear from the foregoing that, just as Stoicism 
answers to the notion of independent consciousness, 
which appeared as a relation of lordship and bondage. 
Scepticism, on its side, corresponds to its realization, to 
the negative attitude towards otherness, to desire and 
labour. But if desire and work could not carry out for 
self-consciousness the process of negation, this polemical 
attitude towards the manifold substantiality of things 
wiU, on the other hand, be successful, because it turns 
against them as a free self-consciousness, and one 
complete within itself beforehand; or, expressed more 
definitely, because it has inherent m itself thought or 
the principle of infinitude, where the mdependent ele- 
ments in their distmction from one another are held to 
be merely vanishing quantities. The differences, which, 
in the pure thinlong of self are only the abstraction of 
differences, become here the whole of the differences; 
and every differentiated existent becomes a difference 
of self-consciousness. 

With this we get determmed the action of Scepticism 
in general, as also its mode and nature. It shows the 
dialectic movement, which is sense-certamty, percep- 
tion, and understandmg. It shows, too, the unessenti- 
ality of that which holds good in the relation of master 
and servant, and which for abstract thought itself 
passes as determmate. That relation mvolves, at the 
same time, a determinate situation, in which there are 
found even moral laws, as commands of the sovereign 
lord. The determinations in abstract thought, however, 
are scientific notions, into which formal contentless 
thought expands itself, attaching the notion, as a matter 
of fact in merely an external fashion, to the existence 
independent of it, and holding as valid only determinate 
notions, albeit they are still pure abstractions. 

Dialectic as a negative process, taken immediately 
as it stands, appears to consciousness, m the first 
instance, as something at the mercy of which it is, and 
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which does not exist through consciousness itself. In 
Scepticism, on the other hand, this negative process is 
a moment of self-oonsciousness, which does not simply 
find its truth and its reality vanish, without self- 
consciousness knowing how, bat rather which in 
the certainty of its own freedom, itself makes this 
other, so claimmg to be real, vanish. Self-consciousness 
here not only makes the objecti've as such to disappear 
before the negations of Scepticism but also its own 
function in relation to the object, where the object is 
held to be objective and made good— -i.e. its function of 
perceivmg as also its process of securing what is in 
danger of being lost, viz sophistry and its self -consti- 
tuted and self-estabhshed truth. By means of this self- 
conscious negation, self-consciousness procures for itself 
the certainty of its own freedom, brings about the experi- 
ence of that freedom, and thereby raises it mto the 
truth. What vanishes is what is determinate, the 
difference which, no matter what its nature or whence 
it comes, sets up to be fixed and unchangeable. The 
difference has nothing permanent m it, and must vanish 
before thought because to be differentiated just means 
not to have bemg in itself, but to have its essential 
nature solely in an other. Thmkmg, however, is the 
insight into this character of what is differentiated; 
it is the negative function m its simple, ultimate form. 

Sceptical self-consciousness thus discovers, in the fl.ux 
and alternation of all that would stand secure in its 
presence, its own freedom, as given by and received 
from its own self. It is aware of being this drapaila of 
self-thinking thought, the unalterable and genume 
certainty of its self. This certamty does not arise as a 
result out of something extraneous and foreign which 
stowed away mside itself its whole complex develop- 
ment; a result which would thus leave behind the 
process by which it came to be. Bather consciousness 
itself is thoroughgoing dialectical restlessness, this 
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mel6e of presentations derived from sense and thought, 
whose differences collapse into oneness, and whose 
identity is similarly again resolved and dissolved — ^for 
this identity is itself determmateness as contrasted with 
non-identity. This consciousness, however, as a matter 
of fact, instead of being a self-same consciousness, 
is here neither more nor less than an absolutely 
fortuitous emhroglio, the giddy whirl of a perpetually 
self -creating disorder. This is what it takes itself to be ; 
for itself mamtams and produces this self -impelling 
confusion. Hence it even confesses the fact; it owns 
to being an entirely fortuitous %ndiv%dual consciousness 
— ^a consciousness which is empirical, which is directed 
upon what admittedly has no reality for it, which obeys 
what, in its regard, has no essential bemg, which 
realizes and does what it knows to have no truth. But 
while it passes in this manner for an individual, isolated, 
contingent, m fact animal life, and a lost seK-conscious- 
ness, it also, on the contrary, again turns itseH into 
universal self -sameness ; for it is the negativity of all 
singleness and aU difference. From this self-identity, 
or rather within its very self, it falls back once more 
into that contmgency and confusion, for this very 
self-directed process of negation has to do solely with 
what IS single and individual, and is occupied with 
what IS fortuitous. This form of consciousness is, 
therefore, the aimless fickleness and instability of gomg 
to and fro, hither and thither, from one extreme of 
self-same self-consciousness, to the other contingent, 
confused and confusmg consciousness. It does not itself 
bring these two thoughts of itself together. It finds 
its freedom, at one time, in the form of elevation above 
all the whirlmg complexity and all the contingency of 
mere existence, and again, at another time, likewise 
confesses to falhng back upon what is unessential, and 
to being taken up with that. It lets the unessential 
content in its thought vanish; but in that very act it 
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is the consciousness of something unessential. It 
announces absolute disappearance but the announce- 
ment IS, and this consciousness is the evanescence 
expressly announced. It announces the nullity of 
seeing, hearing, and so on, yet %tself sees and hears. 
It proclaims the nothingness of essential ethical 
principles, and makes those very truths the smews of 
its own conduct. Its deeds and its words belie each 
other continually, and itself, too, has the doubled 
contradictory consciousness of immutabihty and same- 
ness, and of utter contingency and non-identity with 
itself. But it keeps asunder the poles of this contra- 
diction within itseH; and bears itself towards the 
contradiction as it does in its purely negative process 
in general. If sameness is shown to it, it points out 
unlikeness, non-identity, and when the latter, which it 
has expressly mentioned the moment before, is held 
up to it, it passes on to mdicate sameness and identity. 
Its talk, in fact, is hke a squabble among self-willed 
children, one of whom says A when the other says b, 
and again b, when the other says A, and who, through 
being in contradiction with themselves, procure the joy 
^ of remammg m contradiction with one another. 

I In Scepticism consciousness gets, m truth, to know 
r itself as a consciousness containing contradiction within 
I itself. From the experience of this proceeds a new 
j attitude which brmgs together the two thoughts which 
Scepticism holds apart. The want of intelligence which 
Scepticism manifests regarding itself is bound to vanish, 
because it is in fact one consciousness which possesses 
these two modes within it. This new attitude conse- 
I quently is one which is aware of being the double 
consciousness of itself as seh-liberatmg, unalterable, 
self-identical, and as utterly seW-confounding, self- 
pervertmg; and this new attitude is the consciousness 
of this contradiction withm itself. 

In Stoicism, seH-consciousness is the bare and simple 
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freedom of itself. In Scepticism, it reabzes itself, 
negates the other side of determinate existence, but, 
in so doing, really doubles itself, and is itself now a 
duality. In this way the duplication, which previously 
was divided between two individuals, the lord and the 
bondsman, is concentrated into one. Thus we have here 
that duabzmg of self-consciousness within itself, which 
lies essentially m the notion of mmd; but the umty 
of the two elements is not yet present. Hence the 
Unhappy Consc%ousness,'^ the Alienated Soul which is 
the consciousness of self as a divided nature, a doubled 
and merely contradictory being. 

This unhappy consciousness, divided and at variance 
withm itself, must, because this contradiction of its 
essential nature is felt to be a single consciousness, 
always have in the one consciousness the other also; 
and thus must be straightway driven out of each in 
turn, when it thinks it has therein attained to the 
victory and rest of umty. Its true return into itself, or 
reconciliation with itself, will, however, display the 
notion of mind endowed with a life and existence of 
its own, because it impbcitly mvolves the fact that, 
while being an undivided consciousness, it is a double- 
consciousness. It is itself the gazing of one self-con- 
sciousness into another, and itself is both, and the unity 
of both IS also its own essence; but objectively and 
consciously it is not yet this essence itself — ^is not yet 
the umty of both. 

Since, in the first instance, it is the immediate, the 
implicit unity of both, while for it they are not one and 
the same, but opposed, it takes one, namely, the simple 
unalterable, as essential, the other, the manifold and 

^ The term “ungluckliches Bewusstsem” is designed as a summary 
expression for the foUowmg movement, there being no recognized general 
term for this purpose, as in the case of “Stoicism” The term hardly 
seems fortunate with the following analysis should he read Hegel’s 
Philosophy of History t part 4, sec 2, c 1 and 2 (Eng tr pp 380-416) 
and History of Philosophy, part 2, Introduction 
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changeable as the unessential. For it, both are reakties 
foreign to each other. Itself, because consciousness of 
this contradiction, assumes the aspect of changeable 
consciousness and is to itself the unessential, but as 
consciousness of unchangeableness, of the ultimate 
essence, it must, at the same time, proceed to free itself 
from the unessential, i.e. to liberate itself from itself. 
For though in its own view it is indeed only the change- 
able, and the unchangeable is foreign and extraneous 
to it, yet itself is simple, and therefore unchangeable 
consciousness, of which consequently it is conscious as 
its essence, but still m such wise that itself is again in 
its own regard not this essence. The position, which it 
assigns to both, cannot, therefore, be an mdifference of 
one to the other, i e. cannot be an indifference of 
itself towards the unchangeable. Rather it is immedi- 
ately both itself ; and the relation of both assumes for 
it the form of a relation of essence to the non-essential, 
so that this latter has to be cancelled; but since both are 
to it equally essential and are contradictory, it is only 
the conflicting contradictory process in which opposite 
does not come to rest in its own opposite, but produces 
itself therein afresh merely as an opposite. 

Here, then, there is a struggle agamst an enemy, 
victory over whom really means bemg worsted, where 
to have attamed one result is really to lose it in the 
opposite. Consciousness of life, of its existence and 
action, is merely pain and sorrow over this existence 
and activity; for therein consciousness finds only con- 
sciousness of its opposite as its essence — ^and of its own 
nothingness. Elevatmg itself beyond this, it passes to 
the unchangeable. But this elevation is itself this same 
consciousness. It is, therefore, immediately conscious- 
ness of the opposite, viz. of itself as single, individual, 
particular. The unchangeable, which comes to con- 
sciousness, IS in that very fact at the same time affected 
by particularity, and is only present with this latter. 



253 


THE UKHAPPY CONSCIOUSNESS 

Instead of particularity having been abolished in the 
consciousness of immutability, it only continues to 
appear there still. 

In this process, however, consciousness experiences 
just this appearance of particularity m the unchange- 
able, and of the unchangeable in particularity. Con- 
sciousness becomes aware of particularity %n general in 
the immutable essence, and at the same time it there 
finds its own particularity For the truth of this process 
is precisely that the double consciousness is one and 
single. This unity becomes a fact to it, but in the first 
instance the unity is one in which the diversity of both 
factors is still the dominant feature. Owing to this, 
consciousness has before it the threefold way m which 
particularity is connected with unchangeableness. In 
one form it comes before itself as opposed to the 
unchangeable essence, and is thrown back to the 
beginnmg of that struggle, which is, from first to last, 
the prmciple constituting the entire situation. At 
another time it finds the unchangeable appearmg in 
the form of particularity; so that the latter is an 
embodiment of unchangeableness, into which, in con- 
sequence, the entire form of existence passes. In the 
third case, it discovers itself to be this particular fact 
in the unchangeable. The first unchangeable is taken 
to be merely the alien, external Bemg,^ which passes 
sentence on particular existence; smce the second 
unchangeable is a form or mode of particularity like 
itself^, it, i.e the consciousness, becomes m the third 
place spirit (Oeist), has the joy of finding itself therem, 
and becomes aware withm itself that its particularity 
has been reconciled with the universal.® 

What is set forth here as a mode and relation of the 
unchangeable, came to fight as the experience through 
which self-consciousness passes in its unhappy state 
of diremption. This experience is now doubtless not its 

^ God as Judge ^ Christ ^ The religious communion 
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own onesided process; for it is itself unchangeable con- 
sciousness; and this latter, consequently, is a particular 
consciousness as well; and the process is as much a 
process of that unchangeable consciousness, which 
makes its appearance there as certamly as the other. 
For that movement is earned on m these moments: 
an unchangeable now opposed to the particular m 
general, then, being itseh particular, opposed to the 
other particular, and finally at one with it. But this 
consideration, so far as it is our affair,^ is here out of 
place, for thus far we have only had to do with un- 
ehangeableness as unchangeableness of consciousness, 
which, for that reason, is not true immutabfiity, but 
is still affected with an opposite; we have not had 
before us the unchangeable per se and by itself ; we do 
not, therefore, know how this latter will conduct itself. 
What has here so far come to hght is merely this, 
that to consciousness, which is our object here, the 
determmations above indicated appear in the unchange- 
able. 

For this reason, then, the unchangeable consciousness 
also preserves, in its very form and bearing, the character 
and fundamental features of diremption and separate 
self-existence, as agamst the particular consciousness. 
For the latter it is thus altogether a contmgency, a mere 
chance event, that the unchangeable receives the form 
of particularity; just as the particular consciousness 
merely happens to find itself opposed to the unchange- 
able, and therefore has this relation per naturam. 
FmaUy that it finds itself in the unchangeable appears 
to the particular consciousness to be brought about 
partly, no doubt, by itself, or to take place for the 
reason that itself is particular; but this union, both 
as regards its ongin as well as in its being, appears 
partly also due to the unchangeable ; and the opposition 
remams withm this unity itself. In point of fact, 

^ I e the philosophjLcal observer 
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through the unchangeable assumuig a definite form, the 
“beyond”, as a moment, has not only remained, but 
really is more securely established. For if the remote 
“beyond” seems mdeed brought closer to the individual 
by this particular form of realization, on the other 
hand, it is henceforward fixedly opposed to the indivi- 
dual, a sensuous, impervious unit, with all the hard 
resistance of what is actual. The hope of becoming 
one therewith must remain a hope, i.e. without fulfil- 
ment, without present fruition; for between the hope 
and fulfilment there stands precisely the absolute 
contmgency, or immovable indifference, which is m- 
volved in the very assumption of determmate shape 
and form, the basis and foundation of the hope. By 
the nature of this existent unit, through the particular 
reality it has assumed and adopted, it comes about 
of necessity that it becomes a thing of the past, some- 
thing that has been somewhere far away, and absolutely 
remote it remains. 

If, at the begmmng, the bare notion of the sundered 
consciousness mvolved the characteristic of seekmg to 
cancel it, qua particular consciousness, and become the 
unchangeable consciousness, the direction its effort 
henceforth takes is rather that of cancelhng its relation 
to the pure unchangeable, without shape or embodied 
form, and of adoptmg only the relation to the un- 
changeable which has form and shape.^ For the oneness 
of the particular consciousness with the unchangeable 
IS henceforth its object and the essential reality for it, 
just as in the mere notion of it the essential object was 
merely the formless abstract unchangeable, and the 
relation found m this absolute disruption, characteristic 
of its notion, is now what it has to turn away from. The 
external relation, however, primarily adopted to the 
formed and embodied unchangeable, as being an alien 
extraneous reahty, must be transmuted and raised to 

^ The histone Christ as worshipped, e g in the mediaeval church. 
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that of complete and thoroughgoing fusion and identi- 
fication. 

The process through which the unessential conscious- 
ness strives to attain this oneness, is itself a triple 
process, in accordance with the thieefold character of 
the relation which this consciousness takes up to its 
transcendent and remote reality embodied in specific 
form. In one it is a pure consciousness; at another 
time a particular individual who takes up towards 
actuahty the attitude characteristic of desire and 
labour; and in the third place it is a consciousness 
of its self-existence, its existence for itself. We have 
now to see how these three modes of its being are 
found and are constituted in that general relation. 

In the first place, then, regarded as pure conscious- 
ness, the unchangeable embodied in definite historical 
form seems, since it is an object for pure consciousness, 
to be established as it is in its seh-subsistent reality. 
But this, its reality in and for itself, has not yet come 
to light, as we already remarked. Were it to be in 
consciousness as it is m itself and for itself, this would 
certainly have to come about not from the side of 
consciousness, but from the unchangeable. But, this 
being so, its presence here is brought about through 
consciousness only in a onesided way to begin with, 
and just for that reason is not found in a perfect 
and genume form, but constantly weighted and en- 
cumbered with imperfection, with an opposite. 

But although the “unhappy consciousness” does pot 
possess this actual presence, it has, at the same time, 
transcended pure thought, so far as this is the abstract 
thought of Stoicism, which turns away from particulars 
altogether, and again the merely restless thought of 
Scepticism — so far, in fact, as this is merely particu- 
larity m the sense of aimless contradiction and the rest- 
less process of contradictory thought. It has gone 
beyond both of these; it brmgs and keeps together 
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mght and particular existence, but has not yet 
that level of thinking where the particularity 
lousness is harmoniously reconciled with pure 
itself. It rather stands midway, at the point 
abstract thought comes in contact with the 
irity of consciousness qua particulaiity. Itself 
et of contact, it is the union of pure thought 
ividuality, and this thinkmg mdmduality or 
lught also exists as object for it, and the un- 
jble IS essentially itself an mdividual existence, 
fit this its object, the unchangeable, which 
I essentially the form of particularity, is its 
! the self which is particularity of consciousness 
I not established for it. 

fs first condition, consequently, m which we 
as pure consciousness, it takes up towards its 
n attitude which is not that of thought; but 
toce it IS mdeed in itself pure thinking particu- 
id its object IS just this pure thought, but pure 
IS not their relation to one another as such), 
say, merely gives itself up to thought, devotes 
f:hmking {geht an das Denken hin), and is the 
D.esQt itJir~(H.7idacAf]7~Tts th inkin g as such 
fe than the discordant clang of ringing bells, 
id of warm mcense, a kind of thinking in 
bausic, that does not get the length of notions, 
[)uld be the sole, immanent, objective mode 
it This boundless pure inward feehng comes 
indeed its object; but this object does not 
appearance in conceptual form, and therefore 
the scene as somethmg external and foreign. 

5 have here the inward movement of pure 
Gemuth) which feels itseH, but feels itself in 
Hess of soul-diremption. It is the movement 
it^Yearrung, which is assuredThaS its nature 
emdtion of this kmd, a pure thought which 
sH as particularity — a yeammg that is certam 

B 
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of being known and. recognized by this object' 
very reason that this object thinks itself as 
larity. At the same time, however, this natur 
unattainable “beyond” which, in being seized,' 
or rather has already escaped. The “beyond” has 
escaped, for it is m part the unchangeable, t 
itself as particularity, and consciousness, tl; 
attains itself therein immediately, — attains it' 
as somethmg opposed to the unchangeable; in 
grasping the real nature consciousness iner^* 
and has fallen back upon itself. Smce, in thus 0 
itself, consciousness cannot keep itself at a dis 
this opposite, it has merely laid hold of wha ^ 
essential instead of having seized true realitj 
just as, on one side, when striving to find its^ 
essentially real, it only lays hold of its owr^ 
state of existence, so, too, on the other side, 1 
grasp that other [the essence] as particular oj 
Crete. That “other” cannot be found where it i^ 
for it IS meant to be just a “beyond”, that 
not be found. When looked for as a parties 
not universal, a thought-constituted particuJs^ 
notion, but particular in the sense of an obje 
concrete actual, an object of immediate s^ 
soiousness, of sense certamty, and just for th| 
it IS only one which has disappeared Cons# 
therefore, can only come upon the grave of it^' 
because this is itself an actuality, and since | 
trary to the nature of actuality to afford S 
possession, the presence even of that tomb ^ 
the source of trouble, toil, and struggle, a fi^ 
must be lost ^ But since consciousness has ^ 
by experience that the grave of its actual unch- 
Being has no concrete actuahty, that the | 
particularity qua vanished is not true particft 
will give up looking for the unchangeable^ 

1 Cp The Crusa 
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existence as something actual, or wiU cease trying to 
hold on to what has thus vanished. Only so is it capable 
of finding particularity in a true form, a form that is 
universal. 

In the first mstance, however, the withdrawal of the 
emotional life mto itself is to be taken in such a way 
that this life of feehng, in its own regard, has actuality 
q%ia particular existence It is pure emotion which, 
for us or per se, has found %tselj and satiated itself, for 
although it is, no doubt, aware m feehng that the 
ultimate reality is cut off from it, yet m itself this 
feehng is self -feehng, it has felt the object of its own 
pure feelmg, and this object is its own self. It thus 
comes forward here as self-feeling, or as something 
actual on its own account. In this return mto self, 
we find appearing its second attitude, the condition 
of desire and labour, which ensures for consciousness 
the inner certamty of its own self (which, as we saw, it 
has obtained) by the process of cancelhng and enjoying 
the alien external reality, — existence in the form of 
mdependent things. The unhappy consciousness, how- 
ever, finds itself merely desiring and toilmg; it is not 
consciously and directly aware that so to find itself 
rests upon the mner certainty of its self, and that its 
feelmg of real being is this self -feelmg. Smce it does not 
m its own view have that certamty, its inner life really 
remains stiU a shattered certainty of itself; that con- 
firmation of its own existence which it would receive 
through work and enjoyment, is, therefore, just as 
tottering and insecure; in other words, it must con- 
sciously nulhfy this certification of its own bemg, so as 
to find therem confirmation mdeed, but confirmation 
only of what it is for %tself, viz. of its disunion. 

The actual reality, on which desire and work are 
directed, is, from the point of view of this consciousness, 
no longer something in itself nuU and void, somethmg 
merely to be destroyed and consumed; but rather 
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something like that consciousness itself, a reality broken 
in sunder, which is only m one respect essentially null, 
but in another sense also a consecrated world. This 
reality is a form and embodiment of the unchangeable, 
for the latter has m itself preserved particularity, and 
because, qua unchangeable, it is a universal, its particu- 
larity as a whole has the significance of all actuality. 

If consciousness were, for itself, an independent 
consciousness, and reality were taken to be m and for 
itself of no account, then consciousness would attam, m 
work and enjoyment, the feeling of its own independence, 
by the fact that its consciousness would be that which 
cancels reahty But since this reality is taken to be the 
form and shape of the unchangeable, consciousness is 
unable of itself to cancel that reality. On the contrary, 
seeing that consciousness manages to nullify reality and 
to obtain enjoyment, this must come about through 
the unchangeable itself when it disposes of its own form 
and shape and delivers this up for consciousness to 
enjoy. 

Consciousness, on its part, appears here likewise as ac- 
tual, though, at the same time, as internally shattered; 
and this diremption shows itself in the course of toil 
and enjojmient, to break up into a relation to reality, 
or existence for itself, and into an existence in itself. 
That relation to actuahty is the process of alteration, 
or acting, the existence for itself, which belongs to the 
particular consciousness as such. But therein it is also 
in itself; this aspect belongs to the unchangeable 
“beyond”. This aspect consists in faculties and powers; 
an external gift, which the unchangeable here hands 
over for the consciousness to make use of. 

In its action, accordmgly, consciousness, in the first 
instance, has its being in the relation of two extremes. 
On one side it takes its stand as the active present 
{Diesseits), and opposed to it stands passive reahty: 
both in relation to each other, but also both withdrawn 
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into the unchangeable, and firmly estabhshed m them- 
selves. From both sides, therefore, there is detached 
merely a superficial element to constitute their opposi- 
tion ; they are only opposed at the surface, and the play 
of opposition, the one to the other, takes place there. 

The extreme of passive reality is sublated by the 
active extreme Actuality can, however, on its own 
side, be sublated only because its own changeless essence 
sublates it, repels itself from itself, and hands over to 
the mercy of the active extreme what is thus repelled. 
Active force appears as the power wherem actual 
reality is dissolved. For that reason, however, tins 
consciousness, to which the inherent reality, or ultimate 
essence, is an “other”, regards this power (which is the 
way it appears when active), as “the beyond”, that 
which lies remote from its self. Instead, therefore, of 
returning out of its activity mto itself, and instead of 
having confirmed itself as a fact for its self, conscious- 
ness reflects back this process of action into the other 
extreme, which is thereby represented as purely univer- 
sal, as absolute might, from which the movement in 
every direction started, and which is the essential life 
of the self-disintegratmg extremes, as they at first 
appeared, and of the process of change as well. 

In that the unchangeable consciousness contemns 
its specific shape and form, and abandons it entirely, 
while, on the other hand, the individual consciousness 
“gives thanks”, i e. denies itself the satisfaction of being 
conscious of its independence, and refers the essential 
substance of its action to the “beyond” and not to 
itself : by these two moments, in which both parts give 
themselves up the one to the other, there certainly 
arises in consciousness a sense of its own unity with the 
unchangeable. But, at the same time, this unity is 
affected with division, is again broken within itself, and 
out of this unity there once more comes the opposition 
of universal and particular. For consciousness, no doubt, 
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something like that consciousness itself, a reality broken 
m sunder, which is only in one respect essentially nuU, 
but in another sense also a consecrated world. This 
reality is a form and embodiment of the unchangeable, 
for the latter has in itseK preserved particularity, and 
because, qua unchangeable, it is a universal, its particu- 
larity as a whole has the significance of all actuality. 

If consciousness were, for itself, an mdependent 
consciousness, and reality were taken to be m and for 
itself of no account, then consciousness would attam, m 
work and enj oyment, the feeling of its own independence, 
by the fact that its consciousness would be that which 
cancels reality. But since this reality is taken to be the 
form and shape of the unchangeable, consciousness is 
unable of itself to cancel that reality. On the contrary, 
seeing that consciousness manages to nulhfy reality and 
to obtain enjoyment, this must come about through 
the unchangeable itself when it disposes of its own form 
and shape and delivers this up for consciousness to 
enjoy. 

Consciousness, on its part, appears here likewise as ac- 
tual, though, at the same time, as internally shattered; 
and this diremption shows itself m the course of toil / 
and enjoyment, to break up into a relation to reality, j 
or existence for itseh, and into an existence in itself, f 
That relation to actuahty is the process of alteration, 
or acting, the existence for itself, which belongs to the - 
particular consciousness as such. But therem it is also 
m itself this aspect belongs to the unchangeable j 
beyond . This aspect consists in faculties and powers . 
an external gift, which the unchangeable here hands 
over for the consciousness to make use of. 

In its action, accordmgly, consciousness, in the first 
mstance, has its bemg in the relation of two extremes. 
On one side it takes its stand as the active present 
^lesseits), and opposed to it stands passive reality: 
both in relation to each other, but also both withdrawn 
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into the unchangeable, and firmly estabhshed m them- 
selves. From both sides, therefore, there is detached 
merely a superficial element to constitute their opposi- 
tion, they are only opposed at the surface, and the play 
of opposition, the one to the other, takes place there. 

The extreme of passive reality is sublated by the 
active extreme. Actuality can, however, on its own 
side, be sublated only because its own changeless essence 
sublates it, repels itself from itseK, and hands over to 
the mercy of the active extreme what is thus repelled. 
Active force appears as the power wherein actual 
reality is dissolved. For that reason, however, this 
consciousness, to which the mherent reality, or ultimate 
essence, is an “other”, regards this power (which is the 
way it appears when active), as “the beyond”, that 
which lies remote from its self. Instead, therefore, of 
returning ouf of its activity mto itself, and mstead of 
having confirmed itself as a fact for its self, conscious- 
ness reflects back this process of action into the other 
extreme, which is thereby represented as purely univer- 
sal, as absolute might, from which the movement in 
every direction started, and which is the essential life 
of the selt-dismtegrating extremes, as they at first 
appeared, and of the process of change as well. 

In that the unchangeable consciousness contemns 
its specific shape and form, and abandons it entirely, 
while, on the other hand, the individual consciousness 
“gives thanks”, i e denies itself the satisfaction of being 
conscious of its mdependence, and refers the essential 
substance of its action to the “beyond” and not to 
itseh : by these two moments, in which both parts give 
themselves up the one to the other, there certainly 
arises in consciousness a sense of %ts own unity with the 
unchangeable But, at the same time, this unity is 
affected with division, is again broken withm itself, and 
out of this unity there once more comes the opposition 
of universal and particular. For consciousness, no doubt. 
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in appearance renounces the satisfaction of its self- 
feeling, but it gets the actual satisfaction of that feeling, 
for it has been desire, work, and enjoyment; qua con- 
sciousness it has willed, has acted, has enjoyed. Its 
thanks similarly, in which it recognizes the other 
extreme as its true reality, and cancels itself, is itself 
its own act, which counterbalances the action of the 
other extreme, and meets with a like act the benefit 
handed over. If the former yields to consciousness 
merely its superficial content, yet consciousness still 
expresses thanks ; and smce it gives up its own action, 
i.e its very essence, ]t, properly speakmg, does more 
thereby than the other, which only renounces an outer 
surface. The entire process, therefore, is reflected into 
the extreme of particularity, not merely in actual 
desire, labour, and enjoyment, but even in the expres-f 
sion of thanfe, where the reverse seems to take place. 
Consciousness feels itself therein as this particular in- 
dividual, and does not let itself be deceived by the 
semblance of its renunciation , for the real truth of that 
procedure is that it has not given itself up. What has 
come about is merely the double reflection into both 
extremes ; and the result is to repeat the cleavage into 
the opposed consciousness of the unchangeable and 
the consciousness of a contrasted opposite in the shape 
of willing, performmg, enjojnng, and of self-renuncia- 
tion itseK, or, m general, of self-existent particularity. 

With this has come to hght the third stage in the 
movement of this consciousness, a situation which 
follows from the second and one which m truth has, by / 
its will and by its performance, proved itself indepen- 
dent. In the first situation we had only a “notion” of 
actual consciousness, the inward emotion, which is not 
yet real in action and enjoyment. The second is this 
actuahzation, as an external express action and enjoy- 
ment. With the return out of this stage, however, it is 
that which has got to know itself as a real and effective 
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consciousness, or that whose truth consists in being in 
and for itseK. But herein the enemy is discovered in 
its special and most pecubar form. In the battle of 
emotion this mdmdual consciousness has the sense of 
being merely a tune, an abstract moment. In work and 
enjoyment, which are the realization of this unsub- 
stantial existence, it can readily forget itself, and the 
consciousness of its own proper life found in this 
realization is overborne by grateful recognition. But 
this overthrow of its proper distmctiveness is in truth 
a return of consciousness into itself, and moreover mto 
itself as the general reality. 

This third attitude, wherem this genuine reality is 
one term, consists in so relatmg this reality to absolute 
universal Bemg, as to show it to be mere nothingness.^ 
The course of this relation we have still to consider. 

To begin with, as regards the contrasted relation of 
consciousness, m which its reality is taken to be imme- 
diately naught, its actual performance thus becomes a 
doing of nothmg at all; its enjoyment becomes a feeling 
of its own unhappiness. In consequence, activity and 
enjoyment lose all universal content and significance; 
for m that case they would have a substantiality of 
their own: and both withdraw mto the state of particu- 
larity, to which consciousness is directed in order to 
cancel them. Consciousness discovers itself as this con- 
crete particular m the functions of animal life. These 
latter, instead of being performed unconsciously and 
naturally as something which, per se, is of no signifi- 
cance, and can acquire no importance and essential 
value for spirit, — ^these latter, since it is in them that 
the enemy is seen in his proper and peculiar shape, are 
rather an object of strenuous concern and serious 
occupation, and become precisely the most important 
consideration.^ Since, however this enemy creates 

^ The conception of the nothingness of the individual m the sight of God 
2 Asceticism 
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itself in its very defeat, consciousness, by giving the 
enemy a fixedness of being and of meaning, instead of 
gettmg rid of him, really never gets away from him, 
and finds itself constantly defiled. And since, at the 
same time, this object of its exertions, mstead of being 
something essential, is the very meanest, mstead of being 
a universal, is the merest particular — ^we have here 
before us merely a personality confined within its narrow 
self and its petty activity, a personality brooding over 
itself, as unfortunate as it is pitiably destitute 

But all the same both of these, both the feelmg of its 
misfortune and the poverty of its own action, are points 
of connection to which to attach the consciousness of 
its umty with the unchangeable. Por the attempted 
immediate destruction of its actual existence is affected 
through the thought of the unchangeable and takes 
place m this relation to the unchangeable. The mediate 
relation constitutes the essence of the negative process, 
in which this consciousness directs itself against its 
particularity of being, which, however, qua relation, is 
at the same time in itself positive, and will bring this ' 
its unity to hght as an objective fact for this conscious- ' 
ness itself 

This mediate relation is consequently a connected 
inferential process {Schluss), in which particularity, 
establishing itself at first in opposition to the mherent 
essence, is bound together and united with this other 
term only through a third term Through this middle 
term the one extreme, unchangeable consciousness, 
has a being for the unessential consciousness, m which, 
at the same time, is also involved that the latter like- 
wise has a being for the former, solely through that 
middle term; and this middle term is thus one which 
presents both extremes to one another, and acts as the 
minister of each in turn in deahng with the other. This 
medium is itself a conscious being, for it is an action 
mediating consciousness as such; the content of this 
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action is the destruction and annihilation, which 
consciousness has in view in dealing with its parti- 
cularity. 

In the middle term, then, this consciousness gets 
freed from action and enjoyment, in the sense of its 
own action and enjoyment. It puts away from itself, 
qua self-existent extreme, the substance of its wdl, 
and throws on to the mediating term, or the ministering 
agency,^ its own proper freedom of decision, and here- 
with the guilt of its own act. This mediator, bemg 
in direct communication with the unchangeable Being, 
renders service by advising what is just and right. The 
act, since this follows upon obedience to a deliverance 
enunciated by another, ceases, as regards the perform- 
ance or the willing of the act, to be the agent’s own 
proper deed. There is stdl left, however, to the sub- 
ordmate consciousness, its objective aspect, namely, 
the fruit of its labour, and enjoyment These, therefore, 
it casts away as well, and just as it disclaimed its own 
will, so it contemns such reality as it received in work 
and in enjoyment. It renounces these, partly as being 
the accomplished truth of its self-conscious indepen- 
dence, when it seeks to do something quite foreign to 
itself, thinlong and speakmg what, for it, has no sense 
or meaning,^ partly, too, as being external property — 
when it demits somewhat of the possession acquired 
through its toil. It also gives up the enjoyment it had 
— ^when with its fastings and its mortifications it once 
more absolutely denies itself that enjoyment 

Through these moments — the negative abandonment 
first of its own right and power of decision, then of 
its property and enjoyment, and finally the positive 
moment of carrying on what it does not understand — 
it deprives itself, completely and in truth, of the con- 

^ The Priesthood 

® Cp the use in the Church ser\Tces of Latin instead of the vernacular 
religious processions, etc 
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sciousness of inner and outer freedom, or reality in the 
sense of its own existence for itself. It has the cer- 
tainty of having in truth stripped itself of its Ego, and 
of havmg turned its immediate self-consciousness into 
a “thing”, into an objectiTe external existence. 

It could ensure its self-renunciation and self-aban- 
donment solely by this real and vital sacrifice [of its 
self]. Eor only thereby is the deception got rid of, which 
lies in inner acknowledgment of gratitude through 
heart, sentiment, and tongue — an acknowledgment 
which indeed disclaims all power of mdependent self- 
existence, and ascribes this power to a gift from above, 
but in this very disclaimer retains for itself its own 
proper and pecuhar hfe, outwardly in the possession it 
does not resign, inwardly in the consciousness of the 
decision which itself has resolved upon and m the con- 
sciousness of its own self -constituted content, which it 
has not exchanged for a content commg from without 
and filhng it with meamngless ideas and phrases. 

But m the sacrifice actually accomplished, while con- 
sciousness has cancelled the action as its own act, it 
has also implicitly demitted and put off its unhappy 
condition. Yet that this demission^ has imphcitly taken 
place, IS effected by the other term of the logical process 
(Schluss) here involved, the term which is the mherent 
and ultimate reality, That sacrifice of the subordinate 
term, however, was at the same time not a onesided 
action; it involves the action of the other, Eor giving 
up one’s own will is only in one aspect negative ; in prm- 
ciple, or in itself, it is at the same time positive, positmg 
and affirming the will as an other, and, specifically, affirm- 
ing the will as not a particular, but universal. This 
consciousness takes this positive significance of the nega- 
tively affirmed particular will to be the wiU of the other 
extreme, the will, which, because it is simply an “other” 
for consciousness, assumes the form of advice, or counsel, 

^ Absolution 
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not through itself, but through the third term, the 
mediator. Hence its will certainly becomes, for con- 
sciousness, universal will, mherent and essential will, 
but is not itself m its own view this inherent reality. 
The givmg up of its own will as particular is not taken 
by it to be in prmciple the positive element of universal 
will. Similarly its surrender of possession and enjoyment 
has merely the same negative significance, and the 
universal which it thereby comes to find is, in its view, 
not its own doing proper. This umty of objectivity 
and independent self-existence which lies in the notion 
of action, and which therefore comes for consciousness 
to be the essential reality and object — ^as this is not 
taken by consciousness to be the principle of its action, 
neither does it become an object for consciousness 
directly and through itself. Rather, it makes the medi- 
atmg mmister express this still halting certamty, that 
its unhappy state is only %mplic%tly the reverse, i.e. is 
only impUatly action bringing self-satisfaction in its 
act, or blessed enjoyment, that its pitiable action too 
is only ^mpl^c^tly the reverse, namely, absolute action; 
that m principle action is only really action when it is 
the action of some particular individual. But for its 
seK, action and its own concrete action remam some- 
thing miserable and insignificant, its enjoyment pain, 
and the sublation of these, positively considered, 
remams a mere “beyond”. But in this object, where it 
finds its own action and existence, qua this particular 
consciousness, to be inherently existence and action 
as such, there has arisen the idea of Reason, of the 
certainty that consciousness is, in its particularity, 
mherently and essentially absolute, or is all reahty. 
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Reason OS the first stage in the analysis of conciete nxind — of univeisal 
self conscious of itself in its object and conscious of the object as um- 
veisal Reason is not a mere “function” of mmd, but a stage of mmd It 
theiefore possesses its own peculiar content and opeiates m a process 
peculiar to itself Its aim is to become completely conscious of its own 
nature, and to acquire this it must develop itself thiough its various 
phases The piocess of development is from immediate to mediate, from 
what it IS implicitly to what it is explicitly The first step therefoie is 
reason as immediate — where mu versa! self is simply and directly aware 
of itself m the um versa! object The operation of concrete mind at this 
stage is found where reason “observes” The analysis of observation as 
this operates in the various domains covered by the empirical sciences 
IS thus the subject-matter of the followmg section The processes of these 
various sciences are assumed m Hegel’s analysis Observation must 
change m character with the objects observed, hence the difference 
between observation of morgamc and organic nature, observation of 
mind, and of the relation of mmd and nature The difficulties reason has 
to face m this operation, and the contradictions into which it falls in 
seelong to find laws, etc , to satisfy its aim, form the substance of the 
following analysis 

The nature of reason as here conceived is the source and oiigin of 
philosophical Idealism, whethei the idealism be one-sided or absolute 
Idealism is m fact the philosophical expression of the prmciple of reason, 
just as the various empirical sciences may be said to be the development, 
in the several ways which experience dictates, of the operation of rational 
observation Hence the mtroductory pages of the followmg analysis axe 
devoted to a statement of the character of true and false idealism 

The historical material behind the abstiact argument elaborated heie 
IS provided by the awakened scientific spirit that appeared after the 
Reformation, and the methods and results of the empirical sciences at the 
tune Hegel wiote In particulai the physiological conceptions of “uri- 
tabihty”, “sensibility” and “reproduction”, discussed on p 302 ff , weie 
first formulated by Haller, Elementa Physiologiae (1757--66) For a list 
of the chief scientific works which appeared shortly before or about the 
time the following analysis was written, and which doubtless provided 
part of the material for the analysis, see Merz, Tltstory of European 
Thought, Vol I, pp 82-83 

The polemical criticism which runs through this as through almost 
every section of the work is directed against the one-sided ideahsm of 
Hegel’s predecessors and the imperfect conception of scientific method 
displayed by the current science of nature 

1 Cp NatiirpUlos , W*W , vii 1 § 246, Log%h, W W , v 
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REASON’S CERTAINTY AND REASON’S TRUTH 

With the thought which consciousness has laid hold of, 
that the individual consciousness is inherently absolute 
reality, consciousness turns back into itself, In the case 
of the unhappy consciousness, the inherent and essential 
leality is a “beyond” remote from itself. But the process 
of its own activity has in its case brought out the truth 
that individuality, when completely developed, mdi- 
viduality which is a concrete actual mode of conscious- 
ness, is made the negative of itself, i.e. the objective 
extreme , — ^in other words, has forced it to make explicit 
its self-existence, and turned this into an objective fact. 
In this process it has itself become aware, too, of its 
unity with the universal, a imity which, seemg that the! 
individual when sublated is the universal, is no longer / 
looked on by us as falling outside it, and which, since 
consciousness maintams itself m this its negative con- 
dition, is inherently in it as such its very essence. Its 
truth IS what appears in the process of S3mthesis — 
where the extremes were seen to be absolutely held 
apart — ^as the middle term, proclaimmg to the un- 
changeable consciousness that the isolated mdividual 
has renounced itseK, and to the mdividual consciousness 
that the unchangeable consciousness is no longer for it 
an extreme, but is one with it and reconciled to it This 
mediatmg term is the unity directly aware of both, and 
relatmg them to one another, and the consciousness of 
their unity, which it proclaims to consciousness and 
thereby to itself, is the certainty and assurance of bemg 
all truth. 

From the fact that self-consciousness is Reason, its 
hitherto negative attitude towards otherness turns 
round into a positive attitude. So far it has been 
concerned merely with its independence and freedom; 
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it has sought to save and keep itself for itself at the 
expense of the world or its own actuality, both of 
which appeared to it to involve the denial of its own 
essential nature. But qua reason, assured of itself, it is 
at peace so far as they are concerned, and is able to 
endure them, for it is certain its seK is reality, certain 
that all concrete actuality is nothing else but it. Its 
thought IS itself eo ^pso concrete reality; its attitude 
towards the latter is thus that of Idealism To it, 
looking at itself in this way, it seems as if now, for the 
first time, the world had come into being. Formerly, 
it did not understand the world, it desired the world 
and worked upon it, then withdrew itself from it and 
retired into itself, abohshed the world so far as itself 
was concerned, and abolished itself qua consciousness 
— ^both the consciousness of that world as essentially 
real, as well as the consciousness of its nothingness and 
unreality Here, for the first time, after the grave of 
its truth IS lost, after the annihilation of its concrete 
actuality is itself done away with, and the individuahty 
of consciousness is seen to be m itself absolute reality, 
it discovers the world as its own new and real world, 
which in its permanence possesses an interest for it, just 
as previously the mterest lay only m its transitoriness. 
The subsistence of the world is taken to mean the actual 
presence of its own truth; it is certam of finding only 
itself there 

Reason is the conscious certamty of being all reality. 
This IS how Ideabsm expresses the principle of Reason.^ 
Just as consciousness assuming the form of reason 
immediately and inherently contams that certainty 
withm it, in the same way idealism also directly pro- 
claims and expresses that certamty. I am I in the sense 
that the I which is object for me is sole and only object, 
IS all reality and aU that is present. The I which is object 
to me here is not what we have in self-consciousness in 

^ Cp Fichte, Qrundlage d Gesam Wisaenachaftslehe 
8 



274 


PHENOMENOLOGY OP MIND 


geaeral, nor again wliat we have in free independent 
self-consciousness; in the former it is merely empty 
object m general, in the latter, it is merely an object 
that withdraws itself from other objects that still hold 
their own alongside it. In the present mstance, the 
objeot-ego is object which is consciously known to 
exclude the existence of any other whatsoever. Self- 
consciousness, however, is not merely from its own pomt 
of view {fur sich), but also m its very self (an sich) all 
reahty, primarily by the fact that it becomes this 
reahty, or rather demonstrates itself to be such. It 
demonstrates itself to be this by the way in which first 
in the course of the dialectic movement of “meaning” 
{Metnen)f perceivmg, and undeirstandmg, otherness 
disappears as imphcitly real (an sich ) ; and then m the 
movement through the independence of consciousnes^ 
m Lordship and Servitude, through the idea of freedom, ^ 
sceptical detachment, and the struggle for absolute 
liberation on the part of the self-divided consciousness, 
otherness, in so far as it is only subjectively for self- 
consciousness, vanishes for the latter itself. There 
appeared two aspects, one after the other; the one 
where the essential reality or the truly real had for 
consciousness the character of (objective) existence,, 
the other where it had the character of only bemg 
(subjectively) for consciousness. But both were reduced 
to one smgle truth, that what is or the real per se (an 
sich) only is so far as it is an object for consciousness, 
and that what is for consciousness is also objectively 
real. The consciousness, which is this truth, has for- 
gotten the process by which this result has been reached ; 
the pathway thereto lies behind it. This consciousness 
comes on the scene directly m the form of reason; in 
other words, this reason, appearmg thus immediately, 
comes before us merely as the certainty of that truth. 
It merely gives the assurance of being all reality; it 

^ V 8up, p 164 
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does not, however, itself comprehend this fact; for that 
forgotten pathway by which it arrives at this position 
is the process of comprehending what is involved in 
t h is mere assertion which it makes And just on that 
account any one who has not taken this route finds 
the assertion unmtelhgible, when he hears it expressed 
in this abstract form — ^although as a matter of concrete 
experience he makes indeed the same assertion himself 

The kind of Idealism which does not trace the path 
to that result, but starts off with the bare assertion of 
this truth, is consequently a mere assurance, which 
does not understand its own nature, and cannot make 
itself inteUigible to any one else. It announces an 
mtuitive certamty, to which there stand in contrast 
other equally mtuitive certainties that have been lost 
just along that very pathway. Hence the assurances 
of these other certamties are equally entitled to a place 
alongside the assurance of that certainty Beason 
appeals to the self-consciousness of each individual 
consciousness: I am I, my object and my essential 
reality is ego; and no one will deny reason this truth. 
But smce it rests on this appeal, it sanctions the truth 
of the other certainty, viz. there is for me an other; 
an other than “I” is to me object and true reality: or 
in that I am object and reality to myself, I am only so 
by my withdrawing myseK from the other altogether 
and appearmg alongside it as an actuality. 

Only when reason comes forward as a reflexion from 
this opposite certainty does its assertion regardmg 
itself appear in the form not merely of a certamty and 
an assurance but of a truth — ^and a truth not alongside 
others, but the only truth. Its appearmg directly and 
immediately is the abstract form of its actual pres- 
ence, the essential nature and inherent reality of 
which IS an absolute notion, i.e. the process of its own 
development. 

Consciousness will determine its relation to otherness 
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general, nor again what we have in free independent 
self-consciousness; in the former it is merely empty 
object in general, m the latter, it is merely an object 
that withdraws itself from other objects that still hold 
their own alongside it. In the present mstance, the 
object-ego is object which is consciously known to 
exclude the existence of any other whatsoever. Self- 
consciousness, however, is not merely from its own pomt 
of view {fur sich), but also m its very self {an si<^) all 
reality, primarily by the fact that it becomes this 
reality, or rather demonstrates itself to be such. It 
demonstrates itself to be this by the way m which first 
in the course of the dialectic movement of “meaning” 
{Me%nen)f perceivmg, and understandmg, othemes's 
disappears as implicitly real {an sich ) ; and then in thfe 
movement through the independence of consciousness 
m Lordship and Servitude, through the idea of freedom,' 
sceptical detachment, and the struggle for absolute 
liberation on the part of the self-divided consciousness, 
otherness, in so far as it is only subjectively for self- 
consciousness, vanishes for the latter itself. There 
appeared two aspects, one after the other; the one 
where the essential reality or the truly real had for 
consciousness the character of (objective) existence,, 
the other where it had the character of only being 
(subjectively) for consciousness. But both were reduced 
to one single truth, that what is or the real jper se {an 
s%cTi) only is so far as it is an object for consciousness, 
and that what is for consciousness is also objectively 
real. The consciousness, which is this truth, has for- 
gotten the process by which this result has been reached ; 
the pathway thereto hes behind it. This consciousness 
comes on the scene directly in the form of reason; m 
other words, this reason, appearmg thus immediately, 
comes before us merely as the certainty of that truth. 
It merely gives the assurance of being aU reality; it 

^ V 8up p 154 ff 
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does not, however, itself comprehend this fact, for that 
forgotten pathway by which it arrives at this position 
IS the process of comprehending what is involved m 
this mere assertion which it makes. And just on that 
account any one who has not taken this route finds 
the assertion unintelligible, when he hears it expressed 
in this abstract form — although as a matter of concrete 
experience he makes indeed the same assertion himself. 

The kind of Idealism which does not trace the path 
to that result, but starts off with the bare assertion of 
this truth, is consequently a mere assurance, which 
does not understand its own nature, and cannot make 
itself mteUigible to any one else. It amiounces an 
mtuitive certainty, to which there stand in contrast 
other equally intuitive certainties that have been lost 
just along that very pathway. Hence the assurances 
of these other certainties are equally entitled to a place 
alongside the assurance of that certainty. Reason 
appeals to the self-consciousness of each individual 
consciousness: I am I, my object and my essential 
1 '^eality is ego ; and no one wiU deny reason this truth. 

' feut since it rests on this appeal, it sanctions the truth 
of the other certainty, viz. there is for me an other; 
an other than “I” is to me object and true reality: or 
in that I am object and reality to myseK, I am only so 
by my withdrawmg myself from the other altogether 
and appearing alongside it as an actuality. 

Only when reason comes forward as a reflexion from 
this opposite certainty does its assertion regarding 
itself appear in the form not merely of a certamty and 
an assurance but of a truth — ^and a truth not alongside 
others, but the only truth. Its appearing directly and 
immediately is the abstract form of its actual pres- 
ence, the essential nature and inherent reality of 
which IS an absolute notion, i.e. the process of its own 
development. 

Consciousness will determine its relation to otherness 
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or its object in various ways, according as it is at 
one or other stage in the development of the world- 
spirit into self-consciousness. How the world-spirit 
immediately finds and determines itself and its object 
at any given time, or how it appears to itself, depends 
on what it has abeady come to be, or on what it already 
implicitly and inherently is. 

Reason is the certamty of being aU reality. This 
its inherent nature, this reality, is still, however, 
through and through a universal, the pure abstraction 
of reality It is the first positive character which self- 
consciousness per se is aware of being, and ego is, 
therefore, merely the pure, inner essence of existence, 
in other words, is the Category bare and simple. The 
category, which heretofore had the significance of 
being the inmost essence of existence — of existence 
indifferent to whether it is existence at all, or existence 
over agamst consciousness — ^is now the essential nature 
or simple unity of existence merely in the sense of a 
reality that t h inks To put it otherwise, the category/ 
means this, that existence and self-consciousness arf® 
the same being, the same not as a matter of comparison'® 
but really and truly in and for themselves It is only a^^ 
onesided, unsound idealism which lets this unity again - 
appear on one side as consciousness, with a reality per se 
over against it on the other. 

But now this category, or simple unity of self-con- 
sciousness and bemg, has difference within it, for its 
very nature consists just in this — ^m being immediately 
one and identical with itself m otherness or in absolute 
difference Difference therefore ts, but completely 
transparent, a difference that is at the same time none. 
It appears in the form of a plurality of categories. 
Since idealism pronounces the simple unity of self- 
consciousness to be all reality, and makes it straightway 
the essentially real without first having comprehended 
its absolutely negative nature — only an absolutely 
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negative reality contains within its very being negation, 
determinateness, or difference — ^still more incompre- 
hensible IS this second position, viz. that in the category 
there are differences, kinds or species of categories. This 
assurance in general, as also the assurance as to any 
determinate number of kinds of categories, is a new 
assurance, which, however, itself imphes that we need 
no longer accept it as an assurance For since differ- 
ence starts in the pure ego, in pure understanding it- 
self, it IS thereby affirmed that here immediacy, making 
assurances, finding something given, must be abandoned 
and refiective comprehension begin. But to pick up the 
various categories again in any sort of way as a kmd of 
happy find, hit upon, e g. in the different judgments, 
and then to be content so to accept them, must really 
/be regarded as an outrage on scientific thmkmg.^ 

' Where is understanding to be able to demonstrate 
necessity, if it is incapable of so doing in its own case, 
itself being pure necessity ? 

Now because, in this way, the pure essential being 
of things, as well as their aspect of difference, belongs to 
reason, we can, strictly speaking, no longer talk of 
thmgs at all, i.e. of something which would only be 
present to consciousness by negatively opposing it. 
For the many categories are species of the pure cate- 
gory, which means that the pure category is still their 
genus or essential nature, and not opposed to them. 
But they are indeed that ambiguous being which 
contains otherness too, as opposed to the pure category 
m its plurality. They, m pomt of fact, contradict the 
pure category by this plurality, and the pure category 
must sublate them in itself, a process by which it 
constitutes itself the negative unity of the different 
elements. Qm negative unity, however, it puts away 
from itself and excludes both the diverse elements as 
such, and that previous immediate unity as such; it is 

^ This lefers to Kant’s “cliscoveiy’^ of his “table of categoiies” 
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then individual singleness — new category, which is an 
exclusive form of consciousness, i.e. stands in relation 
to something else, an other. This individuality is its 
transition from its notion to an external reality, the 
pure “schema”, which is at once a consciousness, and 
in consequence of its being a smgle individual and an 
excluding unit, points to the presence of an external 
other. But the “other” of this category is merely the 
“other” categories first mentioned, viz. pure essential 
reality and pure difference; and in this category, i.e. 
just in affirming the other, or in this other itself, con- 
sciousness IS likewise itself too. Each of these various 
moments points and refers to an other; at the same 
time, however, they do not involve any absolute other-i^ 
ness. The pure category refers to the species, whichi 
pass over mto the negative category, the category DfV 
exclusion, individuality; this latter, however, points j 
back to them, it is itseK pure consciousness, which is * 
aware m each of them of being always this clear umty 
with itself — a unity, however, that in the same way is 
referred to an other, which in being disappears, and in 
disappearing is once agam brought into being. 

We see pure consciousness here affirmed m a twofold 
form. In one case it is the restless activity which passes 
hither and thither through aU its moments, seeing m 
them that otherness which is sublated in the process 
of graspmg it; in the other case it is the imperturbable 
unity certam of its own truth. That restless activity 
constitutes the “other” for this unity, while this unity 
IS the “other” for that activity, and within these 
reciprocally determuung opposites consciousness and 
object alternate. Consciousness thus at one time finds 
itself seekmg about hither and thither, and its object 
IS what absolutely exists per se, and is the essentially 
real; at another time consciousness is aware of bemg 
the category bare and simple, and the object is the 
movement of the different elements. Consciousness, 
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however, qua essential reality, is the whole of this pro- 
cess of passing out of itself qua simple category mto 
individuality and the ob]ect, and of viewing this 
process in the object, cancelling it as distmct, appro- 
priating it as its own, and declaring itself as this 
certainty of being all reality, of being both itself and 
its object. 

Its first declaration is merely tins abstract, empty 
phrase that everything is its own. For the certainty 
of being aU reahty is to begin with the pure category. 
Reason knowmg itself in this sense m its object is what 
finds expression in a bstract empty idealism it merely 
takes reason as reason appears at first, and by its 
pomting out that m aU being there is this bare con- 
sciousness of a “mine”, and by expressmg things as 
sensations or ideas, it fancies it has shown that abstract 
“mine” of consciousness to be complete reahty It is 
bound, therefore, to be at the same time absolute 
Empiricism, because, for the filhng of this empty 
“mine”, i.e for the element of distmction and all the 
further development and embodiment of it, its reason 
needs an impact [Anstoss) operating from without, in 
which lies the fans et ongo of the multiplicity of sensa- 
tions or ideas. This kmd of idealisn is thus just such a 
self -contradictory equivocation as scepticism, only, 
while the latter expresses itself negatively, the former 
does so m a positive way. But it fails just as completely 
as scepticism to link up its contradictory statements 
about pure consciousness being all reality, while all the 
time the alien impact, or sense-impressions and ideas, 
are equally reahty. It oscillates hither and thither from 
one to the other and tumbles into the false, or the 
sensuous, infinite.® Since reason is aU reahty m the 
sense of the abstract “mine”, and the “other” is an 
extemahty indifferent to it, there is here affirmed just 
that sort of knowledge of an “other” on the part of 

1 Fichte, Berkeley. 2 Cp Wws d. Log%k, Ft. I, p 263 ft 
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roftson, which w© mot with bsfor© in th© form of 
“intending” or “meaning” {Metnen),^ “perceiving”, 
and “understanding”, which grasps what is “meant” 
and what is “perceived”. Such a kmd of knowledge is 
at the same time asserted by the very prmciple of this 
idealism itself not to be true knowledge; for only the 
unity of apperception is the real truth of knowledge. 
Pure reason as conceived by this idealism, if it is to get 
at this “other” which is essential to it, i.e really is per 
se, but which it does not possess in itseK — ^is thus thrown 
back on that knowledge which is not a knowledge of 
the real truth. It thus condemns itself knowmgly and 
voluntarily to being an untrue kind of knowledge, and 
cannot get away from “meaning” and “perceiving”, 
which for it have no truth at all. It falls into a direct 
contradiction; it asserts that the real has a twofold 
nature, consists of elements in sheer opposition, is 
the unity of apperception and a “thing” as well; 
whether a thing is called an ahen impact, or an empiricah 
entity, or sensibility, or the “thing in itself”, it remains % 
in principle precisely the same, viz something external ^ 
and foreign to that unity. | 

This idealism falls into such a contradiction because / 
it asserts the abstract notion of reason to be the truth. | 
ConsecLuently reality comes directly before it just as/ 
much in a form which is not strictly the reality of/ 
reason at aU, whereas reason aU the while is intended 
to be all reahty. Reason remains, in this case, a restless 
search, which in its very process of seeking declares that 
it is utterly impossible to have the satisfaction of finding. 
But actual concrete reason is not so inconsequent as 
this Being at first merely the certainty that it is_# 
reah ty, it is i n this notion well a ware th at <^ua certai nty. 
qua ego, it is not yet in truth all reality; and thus reason 
is "Shiven on to raise its formal certainty mto actual 
truth, and give concrete fiUing to the empty “mine”. 

* svp^ p 164 fE 
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OBSERVATION AS A PROCESS OF REASON 

This consciousness, which takes being to mean what 
IS its (non, now seems, indeed, to adopt once again the 
attitude of “meaning”^ and “perceiving”, but not m 
the sense that it is certain of what is a mere “ot her” , 
but in the sense that it is certain of this “oth^^bemg 
_itaeH. — Eormerly, consciousness merehy happened to 
perceive various elements in the “thmg”, and had a 
certain experience in so doing. But here it itself 
settles the observations to be made and the experience 
to be had. “Meaning” and “perceiving”, which formerly 
were superseded so far as we were concerned {fur uns), 
are now superseded by consciousness in its own behalf 
{fur es) Reason sets out to know the truth, to find in 
the form of a notion what, for “meaning” and “perceiv- 
ing”, IS a “thing”; i e it seeks in thmghood to have 
’Inerely the consciousness of its own seH. Reason has, 
V.heref ore, now a universal interest in the world, because 

IS certam of its presence in the world, or is certain 
that the actual present is rational. It seeks i ts “other ”, 
while kn owi ng th at it there jposses^^^ othing dse but 
itself : it_se eks me rel y its own infinitude. 

While, at first, merely surmismg tliaf iFis in the world 
of reality, or knowing this only in a general way to be 
its own, it goes forward on this understanding and 
appropriates everywhere and at all points its own 
assured possession. It plant s the sy mb ol of_ it^soye- 
rm gnty o n the heights a nd i n %e depths_pf_xealjty. 
But tins superficial “mine” is not its final and supreme 
interest. The joy of universal appropriation finds still 
m its property the alien other which abstract reason 
does not contam within itself. Reason has the presenti- 
ment of being a deeper reality than pure ego is, and 

1®. p 164 ff. 
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must demand that difierence, the maiulold diversity 
of being, should itself become its very own, that the ego 
should look at and see itself as concrete reality, and 
find itself present in objectively embodied form and in 
the shape of a “thing”. But if reason probes and gropes 
through the mmost recesses of the life of things, and 
opens their every vem so that reason itself may gush 
out of them, then it will not achieve this desired result ; 
it must, for its purpose, have first brought about in 
itself its own completion in order to be able after that 
to experience what its completion means. 

Cons ciousness “observes”, i.e. reas on wants to fin d 
and to have itself in the form o f existe ntj o^ect, to he 
i n con crete sensuou sly-pres ent form. The consciousness, 
thus observing fancies {me%nt), and, indeed, says that ih 
wants to discover not itself, but, on the contrary, the\ 
inner being of things qua thmgs. That this consciousness 1 
“means” this and says so, lies m the fact that it isj 
reason, but reason as such is for it not as yet object. 

If it were to know reason to be equally and at onc«^- 
the essence of things and of itself, and knew tha ' 
reason can only be actually present in consciousnes | 
in the form and shape peculiarly appropriate to reasom, 
then it would descend into the depths of its own beinm, 
and seek reason there rather than m things. If it ham 
found reason there, it would agam turn from that anJ 
be directed upon concrete reality, in order to see therein 
its own sensuous expression, but would, at the same 
time, take that sensuous form to be essentially a notion. 

Eeason, as it immediately appears in the form of 
conscious certainty of being aU reality, takes its reality 
m the sense of immediacy of being, and also takes 
the umty of ego with this objective existence m the 
sense of an immediate unity, a unity m which it (reason) 
has not yet separated and then agam united the mo- 
ments of being and ego, or, in other words, a unity 
which reason has not yet come to imderstand. It, 
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therefore, when appearing as conscious observation, 
turns to tilings with the idea that it is really taking them 
as sensuous things opposed to the ego But its actual 
procedure contradicts this idea, for it knows things, 
it transforms their sensuous character into conceptions, 
i.e. ]ust mto a kind of bemg which at the same time is 
ego ; it transforms thought mto an existent thought, or 
bemg into a thought-constituted bemg, and, m fact, 
asserts that things have truths merely as conceptio n s. 
In this process, it is only what the things are that 
consciousness in observation becomes aware of; we, 
however [who are tracing the nature of this experience], 
become aware of what conscious observation itself 
IS. The outcome of its process, however, ivdl be that 
this consciousness becomes aware of bemg for itself 
what it IS m itself [i.e. becomes aware of bemg to itself 
what. 111 the meantime, it is to us] 

\ We have to consider the operation of this obseiva- 
itional phase of reason in all the various moments of its 
alctivity. It takes up this attitude towards Natuie, 
Mind, and finally towards the relation of both in the 
form of sense-existence, and m all these it seeks to 
fin;d itself as a definitely existing concrete actuality. 
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When the unreflective consciousness speaks of obser- 
vation and experience as being the fountain of truth, 
the phrase may possibly sound as if the whole business 
were a matter of tastmg, smelling, feelmg, hearmg, 
and seeing. It forgets, in its zeal for tasting, smelhng, 
etc., to say that, in point of fact, it has really and 
rationally determined for itself abeady the object thus 
sensuously apprehended, and this determination of the 
object IS at least as important for it as that appre- 
hension It will also as readily admit that its whole 
concern is not simply a matter of perceiving, and wiU 
not allow, e.g. the perception that this penknife liesj 
beside this snufi-box to pass for an “observation”! 
What IS perceived should, at least, have the significance^ 
of a universal, and not of a sensuous particular “this” 
The universal, here regarded, is, only in the firsEt 
instance, what remains identical with itself; its movclp- 
ment is merely the uniform recurrence of the sar/ie 
operation. The consciousness, which thus far finds^in 
the object merely universahty or the abstract “mm^^ 
must take upon itself the movement peculiar to tae^ 
object, and, smce it is not yet at the stage of under- 
standing that object, it must, at least, be the recollection 
of it, a recollection which expresses m a universal way 
what, in actual fact, is merely present in a particular 
form. This superficial way of educmg from particularity, 
and the equally superficial form of universahty into 
which the sense element is merely taken up, without the 
sense element having in itself become a universal — 
this description of things is not as yet a process effected 
in the object itself. The process really takes place solely 
in the function of descnUtig, The object as it is described 
has consequently lost interest, when one object is 
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being desciibed another must be taken in hand and 
ever sought, so as not to put a stop to the process of 
description. If it is no longer easy to find new and whole 
things, then there is nothing for it but to turn back 
upon those already found, m order to dmde them still 
further, break them up into component parts and look 
out for any new aspects of thmghood that still remam 
in them. There can never be an end to the material at 
the disposal of this restlessly active mstmct To fin d a 
new genus of distinctive significance, or even to discover 
a new planet, which although an mdividual entity yet 
possesses the nature of a universal, can only fall to the 
lot of those who are lucky enough. But the boundary 
line of what, hke elephant, oak, gold, is markedly 
distinctive, the hne of demarcation of what is genus and 
species, passes through many stages mto the endless 
particularization of the chaos of plants and animals, 
kinds of rocks, or of metals, forms of earth, etc , etc., 
(that only force and craft can brmg to hght. In this realm 
where universahty means indeterminateness, where 
particularity now approximates to singleness, and 
again at this point and that even descends to it entirely, 
there is offered an inexhaustible supply of material for 
observation and description to deal with. Here, where 
a boundless field is opened up, at the boundary Ime of 
the universal it can have found not an immeasurable 
wealth, but instead, merely the limitations of nature 
and of its own operation It can no longer know whether 
what seems to have being per se is not a chance accident. 
What bears the impress of a confused or immature 
feeble structure, barely evolving from the stage of 
elementary indetermmateness, cannot claim even to 
be described. 

While this seekmg and describing seem to be con- 
cerned merely with thmgs, we see that in point of fact 
it does not continue in the form of sense-perception. 
Rather, what enables things to be known is more im- 
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portant for description than the range of sense proper- 
ties stdl left over, qualities which, of course, the thing 
itself cannot do without, but which consciousness 
dispenses with Through this distinction into what is 
essential and what is unessential, the notion rises out of 
the dispersion of sensibility, and knowledge thereby 
makes it clear that it has to do at least quite as essenti- 
ally with its own self as with things. This twofold 
essentiality produces a certain hesitation as to whether 
what IS essential and necessary for knowledge is also 
so m the case of the things. On the one hand, the 
qualifying “marks” have merely to serve the purpose 
of knowledge in distinguishing things 8e; on the 
other hand, however, it is not the unessential quality 
of thmgs that has to be known, but that feature in 
virtue of which they themselves break away from the 
general contmuity of being as a whole, separate them\ 
selves from others and stand by themselves. The dis^' 
tmgmshing “marks” must not only have an essentiah 
relation to knowledge but also be the essential character-1 
istics of the things, and the system of marks devised\ 
must conform to the system of nature itself, and merely 
express this system This follows necessarily from the 
very principle and meaning of reason ; and the instinct 
of reason — ^for it operates in this process of observation 
merely as an mstinct — ^has also m its systems attamed 
this unity, a unity where its objects are so constituted 
that they carry their own essential reahty with them, 
mvolve an existence on their own account, and are not 
simply an moident of a given particular time, or a 
particular place. The distinguishing marks of ammals, 
for example, are taken from their claws and teeth; for, 
in point of fact, not only does knowledge distmguish 
thus one animal from another, but each animg .l itself 
separates itself off thereby; it preserves itself mdepen- 
dently by means of these weapons, and keeps itself 
detached from the universal nature, A plant, on the 
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other hand, never gets the length of existing for itself; 
it tenches merely the boundary Ime of individuality. 
This line is where plants show the semblance of diremp- 
tion and separation by the possession of different sex- 
characters; this furnishes, therefore, the principle for 
distinguishmg plants ^nter se. What, however, stands 
on a still lower level cannot of itself any longer dis- 
tinguish itself from another; it gets lost when the 
contrast comes into play. Quiescent being and bemg m 
a relation come into conflict with one another; a “thing” 
m the latter case is somethmg different from a “thmg” 
in the former state; whereas the “indmduum” consists 
in preserving itself m relation to another. What, 
however, is incapable of this and becomes m chemical 
fashion somethmg other than it is empirically, confuses 
knowledge and gives rise to the same doubt as to 
whether knowledge is to hold to the one side or the 
other, since the thmg has itself no self-consistency, and 
these two sides fall apart withm it. 

In those systems where the elements involve general 
self-sameness, this character connotes at once the 
self-sameness of knowledge and of thmgs themselves 
as well. But this expansion of these seK-identical 
characteristics, each of which describes undisturbed 
the entire circmt of its course and gets full scope to do 
as it likes, necessarily leads as readily to its very 
opposite, leads to the confusion of these characteristics. 
For the qualifying mark, the general characteristic is 
the unity of opposite factors, viz of what is determinate, 
and of what is per se universal. It must, therefore, break 
asunder into this opposition If, now, on one side the 
characteristic overmasters the universality in which 
its essence lies, on the other side, agam, this universality 
equally keeps that characteristic under control, forces 
the latter on to its boundary hne, and there mmgles 
together its distinctions and its essential constituents. 
Observation which kept them apart m orderly fashion. 
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and thought it had hold there of something stable and 
fixed, finds the principles overlapping and dominating 
one another, sees confusions formed and transitions 
made from one to another; here it finds united what it 
took at first to be absolutely separated, and there 
separated what it considered connected. Hence, when 
observation thus holds by the unbroken self -sameness 
of being, it has here, just in the most general determma- 
tions given — e.g. in the case of the essential marks of 
an animal or a plant — to see itself tormented with 
instances, which rob it of every determination, silence 
the universality it reached, and reduce it again to 
unreflective observation and description. 

Observation, which confines itself in this way to what 
13 simple, or restricts the sensuously dispersed elements 
by the universal, thus finds its principle confused by 
its object, because what is determined must by its very 
nature get lost in its opposite. Reason, therefore, must 
pass from that mert characteristic which had the sem- 
blance of stability, and go on to observe it as it really 
IS in truth, viz, as relating itself to its opposite. What 
are called essential marks are passive characteristics, 
which, when expressed and apprehended as simple, do 
not bring out what constitutes their real nature — ^which 
IS to be vanishmg moments of its process of withdrawmg 
and betaking itself into itself. Since the instmct of 
reason now amves at the pomt of lookmg for the 
characteristic in the light of its true nature — ^that of 
essentially passmg over into its opposite and not existmg 
apart by itself and for its own sake — ^it seeks after the 
Law and the notion of law. It seeks for them, moreover, 
as existmg reality; but this feature of concrete reality 
will in point of fact disappear before reason, and the 
aspects of the law will become for it mere moments or 
abstractions, so that the law comes to hght in the nature 
of the notion, which has destroyed within itself the 
indifferent subsistence of sensuous reality. 
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To the consciousness observing, the truth of the law 
is given in “experience”, in the way that sense existence 
is object for consciousness; the truth is not given in and 
for itself. If, however, the law does not have its truth 
m the notion, it is something contmgent, not a necessity, 
in fact, not a law. But its being essentially in the form 
of a notion does not merely not contradict its being 
present for observation to deal with, but really gives 
it on that account necessary existence, and makes it 
an object for observation The universal in the sense of 
a rational universality is also universal in the sense 
imphed in the above notion: its bemg is for conscious- 
ness, it presents itseK there as the real, the objective 
present ; the notion sets itself forth in the form of thnig- 
hood and sensuous existence. But it does not, on that 
account, lose its nature and fall into the condition of 
immovable subsistmg passivity, or mere adventitious 
{gletchgulhg) succession. What is universally vahd is 
also umversally effective, what ought to be, as a matter 
of fact, %s too , and what merely should be, and is not, 
has no real truth. The instmct of reason is entirely 
within its rights when it stands firm on this point, and 
refuses to be led astray by entia intdlectus which merely 
ought to be and, qua ought, should be allowed to have 
tiuth even though they are to be met with nowhere m 
experience, and dechnes to be turned aside by the 
h3rpothetical suggestions and all the other impalpable 
unrealities designed in the mterest of an everlasting 
“ought to be” which never For reason is just this 
certainty of havmg reality; and what consciousness is 
not aware of as a real self (Selbstwesen), i e. what does 
not appear, is nothing for consciousness at all. 

The true nature of law, viz.: that it essentially is 
reality, no doubt again assumes for consciousness which 
remains at the level of observation, the form of an 
opposite over agamst the notion and the inherently 

1 Directed against Kant and Fichte 
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univeisal; m other words, this consciousness does not 
take such an object as its law to he a reality of reason; 
it thinks it has got there something external and foreign. 
But it contradicts its own idea by actually and in fact 
not takmg its universality to mean that all individual 
things of sense must have given evidence of the law 
to enable the truth of the law to be asserted. The 
assertion that stones, when raised from the ground and 
let go, fall, does not at aU require us to make the 
experiment with all stones. It means most hkely that 
this experiment must have been tried at least with a 
good many, and from that we can by analogy draw 
an inference about the rest with the greatest probabihty 
or with perfect right. Yet analogy not only gives no 
perfect right, but, on account of its nature, contradicts 
itself so often that the inference to be drawn from 
analogy itself rather is that analogy does not permit 
an inference to be drawn. Probability, which is what 
analogy would come to, loses, when face to face with 
truth, every distinction of less and greater; be the 
probability as great as it may it is nothing as against 
truth. The instinct of reason, however, takes, as a 
matter of fact, laws of that sort for truth. It is when 
reason does not find necessity m them that it resorts 
to malang this distmction, and lowers the truth of the 
matter to the level of probabihty, in order to bring out 
the imperfect way in which truth is presented to the 
consciousness that as yet has no msight into the pure 
notion, for universality is before it there merely in the 
form of simple immediate universahty. But, at the same 
time, on account of this universahty, the law has truth 
for consciousness. That a stone falls is true for con- 
sciousness, because it is aware of the stone being heavy, 
i.e. because in weight, taken by itself as such, the stone 
has that essential relation to the earth expressed m the 
fact of falling. Consciousness thus finds m experience 
the objective bemg of the law, but has it there in the 



OBSERVATION OF NATURE 


291 


form of a notion as well; and only because of both 
factors together is the law true for consciousness. The 
law, therefore, is accepted as a law because it presents 
itself in the sphere of appearance and is, at the same 
time, in its very nature a notion. 

The mstinct of reason in this type of consciousness, 
because the law is at the same time inherently a notion, 
proceeds to give the law and its moments a purely 
conceptual form, and proceeds to do this of necessity, 
but without knowing that this is what it seeks to do. 
It puts the law to the test of experiment As the law 
first appears, it is enveloped m particulars of sense, 
and the notion constitutmg its nature is involved with 
empirical elements. The instmct of reason sets to work 
to find out by experiment what follows m such and such 
circumstances By so domg the law seems only to be 
plunged stiU further into sense, but sense existence 
really gets lost in the process. The mner purport of 
this investigation is to find pure conditions of the law ; 
and this means nothing else (even if the consciousness 
stating the fact were to think it meant something 
different) than completely to bring out the law in con- 
ceptual shape and detach its moments entirely from 
determinate specific existence. Tor example, negative 
electricity, which is known at first, say, in the form of 
resm-electricity, while positive electricity comes before 
us as glass-electricity — these, by means of experiments, 
lose altogether such a sigmficance, and become purely 
positive and negative electricity, neither of which is 
bound up any longer with thmgs of a particular kind; 
and we can no longer say that there are bodies which are 
electrical positively, others electrical negatively. In the 
same way the relationship of acid and base and their 
reaction constitute a law in which these opposite factors 
appear as bodies. Yet these sundered things have no 
reahty; the power which tears them apart cannot pre- 
vent them from entermg forthwith into a process , for 
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they are merely this relation. They cannot subsist and 
be mdicated by themselves apart, like a tooth or a claw. 
That it IS their very nature to pass over directly into 
a neutral product makes their existence lie in being 
cancelled and superseded, or makes it into a universal; 
and acid and base possess truth merely qua universal. 
Just, then, as glass and resin can be equally well posi- 
tively as negatively electrified, in the same way acid 
and base are not attached as properties or quahties to 
this or that reahty, each thmg is only relatively acidu- 
late and basic; what seems to be an absolute base or 
an absolute acid gets m the so-caUed S3msomates^ the 
opposite sigmficance in relation to an other. 

The result of the experiments is in this way to cancel 
the moments or mner significations as properties of 
specific things, and tree the predicates from their sub- 
jects. These predicates are found merely as universal, 
and in truth that is what they are. Because of this self- 
subsistence they therefore get the name of kmds of 
“matter”, which is neither a body nor a property of 
a body, certainly no one would caU acid, positive and 
negative electiicity, heat,^ etc , bodies 

Matter, on the contrary, is not a thing that exists, it 
IS being in the sense of universal being, or being in the 
way the concept is being. Reason, still mstmctive, cor- 
rectly draws this distinction without bemg conscious 
that it (reason), by the very fact of its testing the law 
in every sense-particular, cancels the merely sensuous 
existence of the law; and, when it construes the 
moments of the law as forms of matter, their essential 

^ A term employed by a chemist, Winterl, at the begmnmg of the 
nineteenth century to denote combinations intei mediate m character 
between physical mixtures and chemical combmations In synsomates 
the bodies undergo in the product, e g a change of colour, specific 
density, and even weight, these changes do not take place in meie 
physical mixtures, and yet they do not constitute chemical combmation 
Examples of synsomates are the blendmg of water and alcohol, and 
amalgams of minerals 

® Heat, e g, IS a “mode of motion”, a form of “energy” 
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nature is taken to be something universal, and speci- 
fically expressed as a non-sensuous element of sense, 
an mcorporeal and yet objective existence. 

We have now to see what turn its result takes, and 
what new shape this activity of observation will, in 
consequence, assume. As the outcome and truth of this 
experimentation we find pure law, which is freed from 
sensuous elements ; we see it as a concept, which, while 
present in sense, operates there independently and 
unrestrained, while enveloped in sense, is detached 
from it and is a concept bare and simple. This, which 
is m truth result and essence, now comes before this 
consciousness itself, but as an object; moreover, since 
the object is not exactly a result for it and is unrelated 
to the preceding process, the object is a specific kmd of 
object, and the relation of consciousness to it takes the 
form of another kind of observation. 


a (2) 

OBSERVATION OF ORGANIC NATURE 

Such an object which sustains the procedure in the 
simple activity of the notion is an organism. 

Orgamc existence is this absolutely fluid condition 
wherein determinateness, which would only put it in 
relation to an other, is dissolved. Inorgamc thmgs 
mvolve determinateness in their very essence; and on 
that account a thing reahzes the completeness of the 
moments of the notion only along with another thing, 
and hence gets lost when it enters the dialectic move- 
ment. In the case of an organic bemg, on the other 
hand, all determinate characteristics, by means of which 
it is palpable to another, are held under the control 
of the simple organic unity; none of them comes for- 
ward as essential and capable of detachmg itself from 
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the rest and relating itself to an other bemg. What is 
organic, therefore, preserves itself in its very relation. 

The aspects of law on which the instinct of reason 
directs its observation here are, as we see from the 
above, in the first instance orgamc nature and inorganic 
nature in their relation to one another. The latter means 
for organic nature just the free play — ^a freedom opposed 
to the simple notion of organic nature — of loosely 
connected characteristics in which individuated nature 
IS at once dissolved, and out of the contmuity of which 
the mdmduated umt of nature at the same time breaks 
away and exists separately. Air, water, earth, zones 
and chmate are universal elements of this sort, which 
make up the indeterminate simple being of natural 
mdividuahties, and in which these are at the same time 
reflected into themselves. Neither the indmduahty nor 
the natural element is absolutely self-contained. On 
the contrary: m the mdependent detachment, which 
observation finds these assummg towards one another, 
they stand at the same time m essential relation to one 
another, but m such a way that them independence and 
mutual mdifferenee form the predominating feature, and 
only m part become abstractions. Here, then, law appears 
as the relation of an element to the formative process 
of the organic bemg, which at one moment has the 
element over agamst itseh, at another exhibits it within 
its own seh-determming organic structure. But laws 
hke these: animals belonging to the am are of the 
nature of bmds, those belongmg to water have the 
constitution of flsh, ammals in northerly latitudes have 
thick coats of ham, and so on — such laws exhibit a 
degree of poverty which does not do justice to the 
manifold variety of organic nature. Besides the fact 
that the free activity of orgamc nature can readily 
divest its forms of determmate characters hke these, 
and everywhere presents of necessity exceptions to 
such laws or rules, as we might call them; the charac- 
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tenzation of those very animals to which they do apply 
IS so very superficial that even the necessity of the 
“laws” can be nothing else but superficial too, and does 
not carry us further than what is implied in speaking of 
the “great influence” of environment on the organism. 
And this does not tell us what properly is due to 
that influence and what is not. Such like relations of 
organic beings to the elements they live in cannot 
therefore be strictly called laws at all For, on the one 
hand, such a relation, when we look at its content, does 
not exhaust, as we saw, the range of the orgamc beings 
considered, and on the other, the terms of the relation 
itself stand indifferently apart from one another and 
express no necessity. In the concept of an acid hes the 
notion of a base, ]ust as the notion of positive electricity 
implies that of negative; but even though we do find 
as a fact a thick coat of hair associated with northerly 
latitudes, the structure of a fish with water, or that 
of birds with air, there is nothing m the notion of the 
north implying the notion of a thick covermg of hair, 
the notion of the structure of fish does not he in the 
notion of the sea, nor that of birds in that of the air. 
Because of this free detachment of the two notions 
from one another there are as a fact also land ammals 
with the essential characters of a bnd, of fish, and so 
on The necessity, 3ust because it cannot be conceived 
to be an inner necessity of the object, ceases also to 
have a foothold in sense, and can be no longer observed 
in actual reality, but has quitted the sphere of reahty. 
Fmdmg thus no place m the real object itself, it becomes 
what is called a “teleological relation”, a relation which 
IS external to what is related, and consequently the very 
reverse of a law of its constitution. It is an idea entirely 
detached from the necessity of nature, a thought which 
leaves this necessity of nature behind and floats above 
it all by itself.^ 

with the above, the oscillation between the mechanical and 
teleological conception of “law” in theoretical biology. 
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If the relation, above alluded to, of organic existence 
to the elemental conditions of nature does not express 
its true being, the notion of Purpose, on the other hand, 
does contain it The observing attitude does not indeed 
take the riXos to be the genuine essence of organic 
existence, this notion seems to it to fall outside the 
real nature of the organism, and is then merely that 
external teleological relation above mentioned. Yet 
lookmg at how the organic bemg was previously 
characterized, the organic is in point of fact ]ust 
reahzed concrete purpose. For since ^tself mamtams 
itself m relation to another, it is just that kind of 
natural existence in which nature reflects itself mto 
the notion, and the moments of necessity separated 
out [by Understanding] — a cause and an effect, an 
active and a passive — are here brought together and 
combined mto a smgle unity. In this way we have here 
not only something appearmg as a result of necessity, 
but, because it has returned to itself, the last or the 
result IS just as much the first which starts the process, 
and IS to itself the purpose which it realizes. What is 
organic does not produce something, it merely con- 
serves itself, or what is produced is as much there 
already as produced. 

We must elucidate this principle more fully, both as 
it IS in itseK and as it is for the instinct of reason, in 
order to see how reason finds itself there, but does not 
know itself in what it finds. The concept of purpose, 
then, which rational observation has reached, is, while 
reason has apprehended it m consciousness, given to 
reason as somethmg actually real as well; it is not 
merely an external relation of the actual, but its inner 
being. This actual, which is itself a purpose, is related 
purposively to an other, i.e. its relation is a contmgent 
one with respect to what both are immediately; prima 
facie they are both self-subsistent and indifferent to one 
another. The real nature of their relation, however, is 
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something different from what they thus appear to he, 
and its effect has another meaning than sense-percep- 
tion directly finds. The necessity inherent in the process 
IS concealed, and comes out at the end, but in such 
a way that this very end shows it to have been also 
the first. The end, however, shows this priority of itself 
by the fact that nothing comes out of the alteration 
the act produced, but what was there already. Or, 
again, if we start from what is first, this, in coming 
to the end or the result of its act, merely returns to 
itself, and, ]ust by so domg, it demonstrates itself to be 
that which has itself as its end, that is to say, qua first 
it has already returned to itself, or is self-contained, 
IS m and for itself. What, then, it arrives at by the 
process of its action is itself; and its arriving merely 
at itself means feeling itself, is its selE-feehng. Thus we 
have here, no doubt, the distinction between what it 
is and what it seeks , but this is merely the semblance 
of a distinction, and consequently it is a notion in its 
very nature. 

This is exactly, however, the way self-oonsoiousness 
is constituted. It distinguishes itself in like manner 
from itself, without any distinction bemg thereby 
established. Hence it is that it finds in observation of 
organic nature nothing else than this kind of reality; 
it finds itself m the form of a thing, as a hfe, and yet, 
between what it is itself and what it has found, draws 
a distmction which is, however, no distinction. Just 
as the mstinct of an animal is to seek and consume 
food, but thereby elicits nothing except itself; similarly 
too the instinct of reason m its search merely finds 
reason itself. An animal ends with self-feehng. The 
instinct of reason, on the other hand, is at the same 
time self -consciousness. But because it is merely instmct, 
it IS put on one side as against consciousness, and m 
the latter finds its opposite. Its satisfaction is, therefore, 
broken m two by this opposite; it finds itself, viz. the 
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purpose, and also finds this purpose in the shape of 
a thing. But the purpose is seen to he, m the first 
instance, apart from the thmg presenting itself as a 
purpose. In the second place, this purpose qua purpose 
IS at the same time objective; it is taken to fall, there- 
fore, not withm the observing consciousness, but within 
another intelligence 

Looked at more closely, this character lies also just 
as much in the notion of the thing — that of being in 
itself purpose. It preserves itself, this means at one and 
the same time it is its nature to conceal the controlhng 
necessity and to present that necessity in the form of 
a contmgent relation. For its freedom, its being on its 
own account, means just that it behaves towards its 
necessary condition as something mdifferent. It thus 
presents itself as if it were somethmg whose notion falls 
apart from its existence. In this way reason is com- 
pelled to look on its own proper notion as faUmg out- 
side it, to look at it as a thmg, as that towards which 
it IS mdifferent, and which in consequence is reciprocally 
mdifferent towards it [reason] and towards its own 
notion Qua mstinct it contmues to remain withm this 
state of hemg, this condition of mdifference; and the 
thing expressing the notion remains for it something 
other than this notion, and the notion other than the 
thing. Thus for reason the thmg organized is only per 
se a purpose in the sense that the necessity, which is 
presented as concealed within the action of the thing 
— for the active agency there takes up the attitude of 
being mdifferent and mdependent — ^falls outside the 
organism itself. 

Since, however, the organic qua purpose per se can- 
not behave m any other way than as organic, the fact 
of its bemg per se a purpose is also apparent and sen- 
sibly present, and as such it is observed. What is 
organic shows itself when observed to be something 
self-preserving, returning and returned into itself. But 
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m this state of being, observation does not recognize 
the concept of purpose, or does not know that the 
notion of purpose is not in an intelligence anywhere 
else, but just exists here and in the form of a t hing . 
Observation makes a distinction between the concept 
of purpose and self-existence and seK-preservation, 
which IS not a distinction at all. That it is no distmction 
IS something of which it is not aware; what it is aware 
of IS an activity which appears contmgent and indif- 
ferent towards what is brought about by that activity, 
and towards the unity which is aU the while the prm- 
ciple connectmg both, that activity and this purpose 
are taken to fall asunder. 

On this view the special function of the organic is 
the inner operating activity lying between its first and 
last stage, so far as this activity implies the character 
of singleness So far, however, as the activity has the 
character of universality, and the active agent is 
equated with what is the outcome of its operation, 
this purposive activity as such would not belong to 
organic bemgs. That single activity, which is merely 
a means, comes, owmg to its individual form, to be 
determined by an entirely individual or contingent 
necessity. What an organic being does for the preser- 
vation of itself as an mdmdual, or of itself qua genus, 
IS, therefore, quite lawless as regards this immediate 
content- for notion and universal fall outside it. Its 
activity would accordingly be empty functionmg with- 
out any content m it; it would not even be the 
functioning of a machme, for this has a purpose and 
its activity m consequence a definite content. If it were 
deserted in this way by the universal, it would be an 
activity of a mere bemg qua bemg, i.e. would be an 
activity like that of an acid or a base, not forthwith 
reflected mto itself — ^a function which could not be 
cut ofi from its immediate existence, nor give up this 
existence (which gets lost m the relation to its opposite), 
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but could preserve itself. The kind of bemg whose 
functioning is here under consideration is, however, 
set down as a thing preserving itself in its relation to 
its opposite. The activity as such is nothing but the 
bare insubstantial form of its mdependent existence on 
its own account; and the purpose of the activity, its 
substance — a substance, which is not simply a deter- 
minate bemg, but the universal — does not fall outside 
the activity. It is an activity revertmg into itself by 
its own nature, and is not turned back into itself by 
any alien, external agency. 

This union of universality and activity, however, 
IS not a matter for this attitude of observation, because 
that unity is essentially the inner movement of what 
IS organic, and can only be apprehended conceptually. 
Observation, however, seeks the moments m the form 
of existence and duration, and because the organic 
whole consists essentially in not containing the moments 
m that form, and in not letting them be found withm 
it in that way, this observing consciousness, by its way 
of looking at the matter, transforms the opposition 
into one which conforms and is adapted to its own 
point of view. 

An organism comes before the observing conscious- 
ness in this manner as a relation of two fixed and 
existmg moments — ^as a relation of elements m an 
opposition, whose two factors seem m one respect really 
given in observation, while m another respect, as regards 
them content, they express the opposition of the organic 
concept of purpose and actual reality. But because the 
notion as such is there effaced, this takes place m an 
obscure and superficial way, where thought sinks to 
the level of mere ideal presentation. Thus we see the 
notion taken much m the sense of what is inner, reality 
m the sense of what is outer; and them relation gives 
rise to the law that “the outer is the expression of the 
inner”. 
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Let US consider more closely this inner with its 
opposite and then relation to one another. In the first 
place we find that the two factors of the law no longer 
have such an import as we found m the case of previous 
laws, where the elements appeared as independent 
things, each being a particular body, nor, again, m 
the second place, do we find that the universal is to 
have its existence somewhere else outside what actually 
IS. On the contrary, the organic being is, m undivided 
oneness and as a whole, the fundamental fact, it is the 
content of inner and outer, and is the same for both. 
The opposition is on that account of a purely formal 
character, its real sides have the same ultimate prin- 
ciple mherently constituting them what they are. At 
the same time, however, since inner and outer are also 
opposite reahties and each is a distinct being for 
observation, they each seem to observation to have 
a peculiar content of their own. This peculiar content, 
since it consists of the same substance, or the same 
organic umty, can, however, m point of fact, be only 
a different form of that unity, of that substance, and 
this is mdicated by observation when it says that the 
outer IS merely the expression of the inner. 

We have seen m the case of the concept of purpose 
the same characteristic features of the relation, viz. 
the indifferent independence of the diverse factors, and 
their unity in that independence, a unity in which they 
disappear. 

We have now to see 'what shape and embodiment 
inner and outer assume m actually existmg. The imier 
as such must have an outer being and an embodiment, 
just as much as the outer as such; for the inner is an 
object, or is affirmed as being, and as present for 
observation to deal with. 

The orgamc substance gua inner is the Soul simply, 
the pure notion of purpose or the universal which in 
dividing into its discrete elements remains all the same 



302 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

a universal fluent continuity, and hence in its being 
appears as activity or the movement of vanishing 
reahty, while, on the other hand, the outer, opposed 
to that existing inner, subsists in the passive bemg of 
the organic. The law, as the relation of that mner to 
this outer, consequently expresses its content, now by 
setting forth universal moments, or simple essential 
elements, and again by setting forth the reahzed essen- 
tial nature or the form and shape actually assumed. 
Those first simple organic properties, to call them so, 
are Sensibility, Irritability, and Reproduction. These 
properties, at least the two fiirst, seem indeed to refer 
not to any and every organism, but merely to the 
ammal organism. Moreover, the vegetable level of 
organic life expresses m pomt of fact only the bare 
and simple notion of an organism, which does not 
develop and evolve its moments Hence in regard to 
those moments, so far as observation has to take account 
of them, we must confine ourselves to the organism 
which presents them existing m developed form. 

As to these moments, then, they are directly derived 
from the notion of self-purpose, of a bemg whose end 
IS its own self. For Sensibility expresses in general the 
simple notion of organic reflexion mto itself, or the 
universal contmuity of this notion. Irritabihty, agam, 
expresses orgamc elasticity, the capacity to exercise 
the function of reactmg simultaneously with self- 
reflexion, and expresses, m contrast to the previous 
state of being passively and mertly withm itself, the 
condition of bemg explicitly actualized — a, realization, 
where that abstract existence for its own sake is an 
existence for something else. Reproduction, however, 
is the operation of this entire self-reflected organism, 
its activity as having its purpose in itself, its activity 
qua genus, wherem the individual repels itself from 
itself, where m procreatmg it repeats either the organic 
parts or the whole mdividual. Reproduction, taken in 
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the sense of self-preservation m general, expresses the 
formal principle or conception of the organic, or the 
fact of Sensibility, but it is, properly speaking, the 
realized notion of organic existence, or the whole, 
which either qua individual returns into itseH through 
the process of producing individual parts of itself, or 
qua genus does so through the production of distinct 
individuals. 

The other significance of these organic elements, 
VIZ. as outer, is their embodiment m a given shape; 
here they assume the form of actual but at the same 
time universal parts, or appear as organic systems. 
Sensibility is embodied in the form, for instance, of a 
nervous system, irritability, of a muscular system, 
reproduction, of an intestinal system for the preser- 
vation of the individual and the species. 

Laws peculiar to organic life, accordingly, concern 
a relation of the organic moments, takmg account of 
their twofold significance — viz of being m one respect 
a part of definite organic formation or embodiment, 
and in another respect a continuous universal element 
of a determinate kind, runnmg through all those 
systems. Thus m giving expression to a law of that 
sort, a specific kmd of sensibihty, e g. would find, qica 
moment of the whole organism, its expression m a 
determmately formed nervous system, or it would also 
be connected with a determinate reproduction of the 
organic parts of the individual or with the propagation 
of the whole, and so on. Both aspects of such a law 
can be observed. The external is in its very conception 
being for another, sensibility, e.g. finds its immediately 
reahzed form in the sensitive system, and, qtia imiver- 
sal property, it is in its outer expressions an objective 
fact as well. The aspect which is called “mner” has 
its own “outer” aspect, which is distmot from what is 
m general called the outer. 

Both the aspects of an organic laiv would thus cer- 



304 


PHENOMENOLOGY OP MIND 


tainly be open to observation, but not the laws of their 
relation. And observation is inadequate to perceive 
these laws, not because, qua observation, it is too 
short-sighted, i e not because, instead of proceeding 
empirically, we ought to start from the “Idea” — ^for 
such laws, if they were something real must, as a 
matter of fact, be actual, and must thus be observable , 
it IS rather because the thought of laws of this sort 
proves to have no truth at all 

The relation assumed the role of a law in the case 
where the universal organic property had formed itself 
in an organic system into a thing and there found its 
own embodied image and copy, so that both were 
the same reality, present, m the one case, as universal 
moment, in the other, as thing. But besides, the inner 
aspect is also by itself a relation of several aspects; 
and hence to begin with there is presented the idea 
of a law as a relation of the universal organic activities 
or properties to one another Whether such a law is 
possible has to be decided from the nature of such a 
property. Such a property, however, bemg universal 
and of a fluid nature, is, on the one hand, not somethmg 
restricted like a thing, keeping itself within the dis- 
tinction of a definite mode of existence, which is to 
constitute its shape and form; sensibility goes beyond 
the nervous system and pervades all the other systems 
of the organism. On the other hand, such a property 
is a universal moment, which is essentially undivided, 
and inseparable from reaction, or irritability, and re- 
production. Bor, being reflection mto self, it eo ipso 
already imphes reaction. Merely to be reflected into 
itself IS to be a passive, or lifeless bemg, and not 
sensibility; just as action — ^which is the same as reaction 
—when not reflected into' self, is not irritability. 
Reflexion in action or reaction, and action or reaction 
in reflexion, is just that whose umty constitutes the 
organic being, a unity which is synonjunous with 
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organic reproduction It follows from this that in every 
mode of the organism’s actuality there must be present 
the same quantity of sensibility — ^when we consider, in 
the first instance, the relation of sensibility and irri- 
tability to one another — as of irritability, and that an 
organic phenomenon can be apprehended and deter- 
mined or, if we like, explained, just as much in terms 
of the one as of the other What one man takes for 
high sensibility, another may just as rightly consider 
high irritability, and an irritability of the same degree. 
If they are called factors, and this is not to be a 
meamngless phrase, it is thereby expressly stated that 
they are moments of the notion, in other words, the 
real object, the essential nature of which this notion 
constitutes, contams them both alike within it, and 
if the object is m one way characterized as very sen- 
sitive, it must be also spoken of in the other way as 
likewise very irritable. 

If they are distinguished, as they must be, they are 
so in their true nature {dem Begnjfe nach), and their 
opposition IS qualitative But when, besides this true 
distinction, they are also set down as different, qua 
existent and for thought, as they might be if made 
aspects of the law, then they appear quantitatively 
distinct. Their peculiar qualitative opposition thus 
passes into quantity, and hence arise laws of this sort, 
e g. that sensibility and irritabihty stand in inverse 
quantitative relations, so that as the one increases the 
other diminishes , or better, taking directly the quantity 
itself as the content, that the magnitude of something 
increases as its smallness diminishes. 

Should a specific content be given to this law, how- 
ever, by saying, for example, that the size of a hole 
mcreases the more we decrease what it is filled with, 
then this m verse relation might be just as weU changed 
into a direct relation and expressed in the form that 
the quantity of a hole mcreases in direct ratio to the 
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amount of things we take aivay — tautological pro- 
position, whether expressed as a direct or an inverse 
relation; so expressed it comes merely to this that a 
quantity increases as this quantity increases. The hole 
and what fills it and is removed from it are quahtatively 
opposed, but the real content there and its specific 
quantity are in both one and the same, and similarly 
the increase of magnitude and decrease of smaEness 
are the same, and their meaningless opposition runs 
into a tautology. In like manner the organic moments 
are equally inseparable m their real content, and in their 
quantity which is the quantity of that reality. The one 
decreases only with the other, and only mcreases with it, 
for one has literaEy a significance only so far as the other 
IS present. Or rather, it is a matter of indifference whether 
an organic phenomenon is considered as irritability or as 
sensibihty, this is so in general, and likewise when its 
magnitude is in question - just as it is indifferent whether 
we speak of the increase of a hole as an increase of 
the hole qua emptiness or as an increase of the filling 
removed from it. Or, again, a number, say three, is 
equally great, whether I take it positively or negatively, 
and if I increase the three to four, the positive as well 
as the negative becomes four j'ust as the south pole 
m the case of a magnet is precisely as strong as its 
north pole, or a positive electricity or an acid, is 
exactly as strong as its negative, or the base on which 
it operates 

An organic existence is such a quantum, like the 
number three or a magnet, etc. It is that which is 
mcreased or diminished, and if it is increased, then 
both its factors are increased, as much as both poles 
of the magnet or both kmds of electricity mcrease 
if the potential of a magnet or of one of the electric 
currents is raised. 

That both are just as little different in intension and 
extension, that the one cannot decrease m extension 
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and increase in intension, while the other conversely 
has to dimmish its intension and increase in extension 
— this comes from the same notion of an unreal and 
empty opposition. The real intension is absolutely as 
great as the extension and vice versa 

What really happens in framing a law of this land is 
obviously that at the outset irritability and sensibility 
are taken to constitute the specifically determinate 
organic opposition. This content, however, is lost sight 
of and the opposition goes off into a formal opposition 
of quantitative mcrease and diminution, or of different 
mtension and extension — an opposition which has no 
longer anything to do with the nature of sensibility and 
irritability, and no longer expresses it Hence this mere 
playing at law-making is not confined to organic 
moments, but can be carried on everywhere with every- 
thing and rests m general on want of acquaintance 
with the logical nature of these oppositions. 

Lastly, if, instead of sensibihty and irritability, 
reproduction is brought into relation with one or other 
of them, then there is wanting even the occasion for 
frammg laws of this kind; for reproduction does not 
stand m any opposition to those moments, as they are 
opposed to one another, and since the making of such 
laws assumes this opposition, there is no possibility 
here of its even appearing to take place. 

The law-making just considered implies the differ- 
ences of the organism, taken in the sense of moments 
of its notion, and, strictly speaking, should be an a 
pnon process. But it essentially involves this idea, 
that those differences have the significance of being 
present as something given, and the attitude of mere 
observation has m any case to confine itself merely to 
their actual existence. Organic reahty necessarily has 
withm it such an opposition as its notion expresses, 
and which can be determined as irritability and sen- 
sibility, as these again both appear distinct from re- 
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production The aspect in which the moments of the 
notion of organism are here considered, their Exter- 
nahty, is the proper and peculiar immediate externality 
of the inner; not the outer which is the outer embodied 
form of the whole organism, the inner is to be con- 
sidered in relation to this later on. 

If, however, the opposition of the moments is appre- 
hended as it IS found in actual existence, then sensibility, 
irritability, reproduction smk to the level of common 
properties, which are umversals ]ust as indifferent to- 
wards one another as specific weight, colour, hardness, 
etc. In this sense, it may doubtless be observed that 
one organic being is more sensitive, or more irritable, 
or has a greater reproductive capacity than another 
just as we may observe that the sensibility, etc , of 
one is in kmd different from that of another, that one 
responds differently from another to a given simulus, 
e.g. a horse behaves differently towards oats from what 
it does towards hay, and a dog again differently towards 
both, and so on. These differences can as readily be 
observed as that one body is harder than another, and 
so on. 

But these sense properties, hardness, colour, etc., as 
also the phenomena of respondmg to the stimulus of 
oats, of irritability under certain kinds of load, or of 
producing the number and kmd of young — ^all such 
properties and phenomena, when related to one another 
and compared inter se, essentially defy the attempt to 
reduce them to law. For the characteristic of their bemg 
sensuous facts consists just in their existmg in com- 
plete indifference to one another, and in manifesting 
the freedom of nature emancipated from the control 
of the notion, rather than the unity of a relation — 
exhibiting nature’s irrational way of playing up and 
down the scale of contmgent quantity between the 
moments of the notion, rather than m setting forth 
these moments themselves. 
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It IS the other aspect, m which the simple moments 
of the notion of organism are compared with the 
moments of the actual embodiment, that would first 
furnish the law proper for expressing the true outer as 
the copy of the inner 

Now because those simple moments are properties 
that permeate and pervade the whole, they do not 
find such a detached real expression in the oiganic 
thing as to form what we call an individual system with 
a definite structure {Gestalt). Or, agam, if the abstract 
idea of organism is truly expressed m those three 
moments merely because they are nothing stable, but 
moments of the notion and its process, the organism, 
on the other hand, qua a definite embodiment, is not 
exhaustively expressed in those three determinate 
systems in the way anatomy analyses and describes 
them. So far as such systems are to be found m then 
actual reality and rendered legitimate by being so found, 
we must also bear in mind that anatomy not only puts 
before us three systems of that sort, but a good many 
others as well 

Further, apart from this, the sensitive system as a 
whole must mean something quite different from what 
IS called a nervous system, the irritable system some- 
thing different from the muscular system, the repro- 
ductive from the mtestmal mechanism of reproduction. 
In the systems constituting an embodied form (Gestalt) 
the organism is apprehended from the abstract side of 
lifeless physical existence: so taken, its moments are 
elements of a corpse and fall to be dealt with by 
anatomy; they do not appertam to Imowledge and to 
the living organism. Qua parts of that sort they have 
reaUy ceased to be, for they cease to be processes. 
iSmce the bemg of an organism consists essentially in 
universality, or reflexion into self, the being of its 
totality, like its moments, cannot consist m an anato- 
mical system. The actual expression of the whole, and 
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the externalization of its moments, are really found 
only as a process and a movement, runnmg throughout 
the various parts of the embodied organism; and in 
this process what is extracted as an individual system 
and fixated so, appears essentially as a fluid moment. 
So that the reality which anatomy finds cannot be 
taken for its real bemg, but only that reality as a 
process, a process m which alone even the anatomica 
parts have a significance 

We see, then, that the moments of the “mner” bemg 
of the organism taken separately by themselves are not 
capable of furnishing aspects of a law of bemg, since 
111 a law of that sort they are predicated of an objective 
existence, are distinguished from one another, and thus 
each aspect would not be able to be equally named in 
place of the other. Further, we see that, when placed 
on one side, they do not find in the other aspect then* 
realization in a fixed system, for this fixed system is as 
httle somethmg that could convey truly the general 
nature of organic existence, as it is the expression of 
those moments of the inner life of the organism. The 
essential nature of what is organic, since this is in- 
herently somethmg universal, lies altogether rather in 
havmg its moments equally universal m concrete reahty, 
i.e. m havmg them as permeatmg processes, and not 
m givmg a copy of the universal m an isolated thing. 

In this manner the idea of a law m the case of 
organic existence slips altogether from our grasp The 
law wants to grasp and express the opposition as static 
aspects, and to attach as predicates of them the charac- 
teristic which IS really their relation to one another. 
The miier, to which falls the universality appearmg 
m the process, and the outer, to which belong the parts 
of the static structure of the organism, were to constitute 
the corresponding sides of the law, but they lose, in 
being kept asunder m this way, their organic signi- 
ficance. And at the bottom of the idea of law lies just 
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this, that its two aspects should have a subsistence 
each on its own account indifferent to the other, and 
the relation of the two sides should be shared between 
them, thus appearing as a twofold characteristic cor- 
responding to that relation But really each aspect of 
the organism consists mherently m hemg simple univer- 
sality, wherein all determmations are dissolved, and 
in hemg the process of this resolution. 

If we quite see the difference between this way of 
framing laws and previous forms, it will clear up its 
nature completely. Turning back to the process of per- 
ceivmg and that of understandmg (intelligence), which 
reflects itself into itself, and by so doing determines 
its object, we see that understandmg does not there 
have before itself in its object the relation of these 
abstract determinations, universal and individual, 
essential and external, on the contrary, it is itself the 
actual transition, the relational process, and to itself 
this transition does not become objective Here, on the 
other hand, the organic unity, i.e. just the relation of 
those opposites, is itself the object, and this relation 
IS a pure process of transition. This process in its 
simplicity IS directly universality, and in that univer- 
sality opens out mto different factors, whose relation 
it IS the purpose of the law to express, the moments 
of the process take the form of hemg universal objects 
of this mode of consciousness, and the law runs, “the 
outer IS an expression of the mner”. Understandmg 
has here grasped the thought of the law itself, whereas 
formerly it merely looked for laws m a general way, 
and their moments appeared before it m the shape of 
a definite and specific content, and not in the form of 
thoughts of laws. 

As regards content, therefore, such laws ought not 
to have place in this connexion which merely pas- 
sively accept and put mto the form of universality 
purely existential distmctions; but such laws as directly 
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maintain in these distinctions tlie restless activity of 
the notion as well, and consequently possess at the 
same time necessity in the relation of the two sides. 
Yet, precisely because that object, organic unity, 
directly combines the endless sujDerseding, or the 
absolute negation of, existence with inactive passive 
existence, and because the moments are essentially 
pure transition — ^there are thus not to be found any 
such merely existent aspects as are required for the law. 

To get such aspects, intelligence must take its stand 
on the other moment of the organic relation, viz on 
the fact that organic existence is reflected into itself. 
But this mode of being is so completely reflected into 
self that it has no specific character, no determinate- 
ness of its own as against something else, left over. 
The immediate sensuous being is directly one with the 
determmate quality as such, and hence inherently 
expresses a qualitative distinction, e.g. blue against 
red, acid against alkaloid, etc. But the otganic being 
that has returned into itself is completely mdifferent 
towards an other; its existence is simple universality, 
and refuses to offer observation any permanent sense 
distinctions, or, what is the same thing, shows its 
essential characteristic to be merely the ehangmg flux 
of whatever determinate qualities there are. Hence, 
the way distinction qua actually existing expresses itself 
is just this, that it is an indifferent distinction, i e. a 
distinction in the form of quantity In this, however, 
the notion is extinguished and necessity disappears. 
If the content, however, and filling of this indifferent 
existence, the flux and interchange of sense deter- 
minations are gathered into the simplicity of an 
organic determmation, then this expresses at the same 
time the fact that the content does not have that 
determinateness (the determinateness of the immediate 
property), and the qualitative feature falls solely within 
the aspect of quantity, as we saw above. 
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Although the objective element, apprehended in the 
form of a determinate character of organic existence, 
has thus the notion inherent m it, and thereby is dis- 
tinguished from the object offered to understanding, 
which m apprehendmg the content of its laws proceeds 
m a purely perceptive manner, yet apprehension in 
the former case falls back entirely into the prmciple 
and manner of mere percipient understanding, for the 
reason that the object apprehended is used to con- 
stitute moments of a law, For by this means what is 
apprehended receives and keeps the character of a 
fixed determmate quality, the form of an immediate 
property or a passive phenomenon; it is, further, sub- 
sumed under the aspect of quantity, and the nature 
of the notion is suppressed. 

The exchange of a merely perceived object for one 
reflected into itself, of a mere sense character for an 
organic, thus loses once more its value, and does so by 
the fact that understanding has not yet cancelled the 
process of framing laws. 

If we compare what we find as regards this exchange 
in the case of a few examples, we see, it may be, some- 
thing that perception takes for an animal with strong 
muscles characterized as an “animal organism of high 
irritability”, or, what perception takes to be a con- 
dition of great weakness, characterized as a “condition 
of high sensibility”, or, if we prefer it, as an “abnormal 
affection”, and, moreover, a raising of it to a “higher 
power” — expressions which translate sensuous facts 
into Teutonized Latin, instead of into terms of the 
notion. That an animal has strong muscles may also 
be expressed by understanding in the form that the 
ammal “possesses a great muscular force” — great weak- 
ness meanmg similarly “a slight force” Characteriza- 
tion in terms of irritability has this advantage over 
determination by reference to “force”, that the latter 
expresses mdeterminate, the former determmate re- 
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flexion into self, for the peculiar force characteristic 
of muscles is ]ust irritability; and irritability is also a 
preferable determination to “strong muscles”, in that, 
as m the case of force, reflexion into self is at once 
implied in it. In the same way “wealmess”, or “slight 
force”, organic passivity, is expressed in a determmate 
manner by sensibility. But when this sensibility is so 
taken by itself and fixed, and the element of quantity 
is m addition bound up with it, and qua greater or 
less sensibility is opposed to a greater or less irritability, 
each IS reduced entirely to the level of sense, and 
degraded to the ordmary form of a sense property, 
their principle of relation is not the notion, but, on 
the contrary, it is the category of quantity into which 
the opposition is now cast, thus becoming a distinction 
not constituted by thought. While in this way the 
mdetermmate nature of the expressions, “force”, 
“strength”, “weakness”, would mdeed be got rid of, 
there now arises the equally futile and mdetermmate 
process of dealmg with the oppositions of a higher 
and lower degree of sensibility and irritabihty, as they 
mcrease and decrease relatively to one another. The 
greater or less sensibility or irritability is no less a 
sensuous phenomenon, grasped and expressed without 
any reference to thought, than strength and weakness 
are sense determinations not constituted by thought. 
The notion has not taken the place of those non-con- 
ceptual expressions, instead, strength and weakness 
have been given a fillmg by a characteristic which, 
taken by itself alone, rests on the notion, and has the 
notion as its content, but loses entirely this origm and 
character. 

Giving to the form of simphcity and immediacy, then, 
in which this content is made an element of a law, and 
through the element of quantity, which constitutes the 
principle of distmction for such determinations, the 
essential nature, which ongmaUy is a notion and is put 
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forward as such, retains the character of sense percep- 
tion, and remains as far removed from knowledge 
(ErJcennen) as when characterized in terms of strength 
or weakness of force, or through immediate sense 
properties. 

There is still left to consider what the outer side of 
the organic being is when taken by itself alone, and 
how m its case the opposition of its inner and outer 
is determmed; just as at first we considered the inner 
of the whole in relation to its own proper outer. 

The outer, looked at by itself, is the embodied form 
and shape {Oestaltung) in general, the system of life 
articulating itseK in the element of existence, and at 
the same time essentially the existence of the organism 
as it IS for an other — objective reality m its aspect of 
self-existence This other appears in the first instance 
as its outer inorganic nature If these two are looked 
at m relation to a law, the anorganic nature cannot, 
as we saw before, constitute the aspect of a law beside 
the organic being, because the latter exists absolutely 
for itself, and assumes a universal and free relation to 
morgamc nature. 

To define more exactly, however, the relation of 
these two aspects in the case of the organic form, 
this form, in which the organism is embodied, is in 
one aspect turned against inorganic nature, while in 
an other it is for itself and reflected into itself. The 
real organic being is the mediating agency, which 
brings together and unites the self -existence of life 
[its being for itself], with the outer in general, with 
what simply and inherently is. 

The one extreme, self-existence, is, however, the 
inner m the sense of an infinite “one”, which takes the 
moments of the embodied shape itself out of their 
subsistence and connexion with outer nature and with- 
draws these moments back into itself; it is that which, 
having no content, looks to the embodied form of the 



316 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


organism to provide its content, and appears there as 
the process of that form. In this extreme where it is 
mere negativity, or pure individual existence, the 
organism possesses its absolute freedom, whereby it 
IS made quite secure and indifferent towards the fact 
of its being relative to another and towards the specific 
character belonging to the moments of the form of the 
organism. This free detachment is at the same time 
a freedom of the moments themselves, it is the pos- 
sibility of their appearing and of being apprehended 
as existent. And just as they are therein detached and 
indifferent in legard to what is outer, so too are they 
towards one another; for the simplicity of this freedom 
is being or is their simple substance. This notion or 
pure freedom is one and the same life, no matter how 
varied and diverse the ways m which the shape assumed 
by the organism, its “being for another”, may disport 
itself; it is a matter of indifference to this stream of 
life what sort of mills it drives. 

In the first place, we must now note that this notion 
is not to be taken here, as it was formerly when we 
were considering the imier proper, in its character as 
the process or development of its moments; we must 
take it in its form as simple “mner”, which constitutes 
the purely universal aspect as against the concrete 
living reality; it is the element in which the existing 
members of the organic shape find their subsistence. 
For it IS this shape we are considering here, and in 
it the essential nature of life appears as the simple 
fact of subsistence. In the next place, the existence for 
another, the specific character of the real embodied 
form, IS taken up into this simple universahty, in 
which its nature hes, a specificity that is likewise of 
a simple universal non-sensuous kind, and can only 
be that which finds expression m number. Number is 
the middle term of the organic form, which links inde- 
terminate hfe with actual concrete life, simple lik e the 
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former, and determinate like the latter That which in 
the case of the former, the inner, would have the sense 
of number, the outer would require to express after %ts 
manner as multiform reality — lands of life, colour, and 
so on, in general as the whole host of differences which 
are developed as phenomena of life. 

If the two aspects of the organic whole — ^the one 
being the inner, while the other is the outer, in such a 
way that each agam has in it an inner and an outer — 
are compared with reference to the inner both sides 
have, we find that the inner of the first is the notion, 
in the sense of the restless activity of abstraction, the 
second has for its mner, however, inactive universahty, 
which involves also the constant characteristic — ^num- 
ber. Hence, if, because the notion develops its moments 
in the former, this aspect made a delusive promise of 
laws owing to the semblance of necessity in the relation, 
the latter diiectly disclaims domg so, since number 
shows itself to be the determining feature of one aspect 
of its laws For number is ]ust that entirely inactive, 
inert, and indifferent characteristic in which every 
movement and relational process is extinguished, and 
which has broken the bridge leadmg to the living 
expression of impulses, manner of life, and whatever 
other sensuous existence there is 

This way of considering the embodied organic shape 
as such and the inner qiut inner merely of that em- 
bodied form, IS, however, in point of fact, no longer 
a consideration of organic existence For both the 
aspects, which were to be related, are merely taken 
indifferent to one another, and thereby reflection into 
self, the essential nature of organism, is done away 
with. What we have done here is rather to transfer 
that attempted comparison of inner and outer to the 
sphere of inorgamc nature. The notion with its infinity 
is here merely the inner essence, which lies hidden 
away within or falls outside in self-consciousness, and 
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no longer, as in the case of the organism, has its 
presence in an object This relation of inner and outer 
has thus stiU to be considered m its own proper sphere. 

In the first place, that inner element of the form, 
being the simple individual existence of an inorganic 
t hin g, is the specific gravity. As a simply existing fact, 
this can be observed just as much as the characteristic 
of number, which is the only one of which it is capable; 
or properly speaking can be found by comparing 
observations, and it seems in this way to furnish one 
aspect of the law. The embodied form, colour, hardness, 
toughness, and an innumerable host of other properties, 
would together constitute the outer aspect, and would 
have to give expression to the characteristic of the 
inner, number, so that the one should find its counter- 
part in the other. 

Now because negativity is here taken not in the 
sense of a movement of the process, but as an inopera- 
tive unity, or as simple self-existence, it appears really 
as that by which the thing resists the process, and 
maintains itself withm itself, and in a condition of 
indifference towards it By the fact, however, that this 
simple self -existence is an inactive indifference towards 
an other, specific gravity appears as one property along- 
side others; and therewith all necessary relation on its 
part to this plurality, or, m other words, all conformity 
to law, ceases. 

The specific gravity in the sense of this simple inner 
aspect does not contain difference in itself, or the 
difference it has is merely non-essential, for its bare 
simphcity just cancels every distinction of an essential 
kind. This non-essential difference, quantity, was thus 
bound to find its other or counterpart in the other 
aspect, the plurahty of properties, since it is only by 
doing so that it is difference at all. If this plurality 
itself is held together within the simple form of oppo- 
sition, and is determined, say, as cohesion, so that this 
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cohesion is self -existence in otherness, as specific gravity 
IS pure self-existence, then cohesion here is in the first 
place this pure conceptually constituted characteristic 
as against the previous characteristic. The mode of 
framing the law would thus be what we discussed above, 
in deahng with the relation of sensibihty to irritability. 
In the next place, cohesion, qua conception of self- 
existence in otherness, is merely the abstraction of the 
aspect opposed to specific gravity, and as such has no 
existential reahty. For self-existence in otherness is 
the process wherein the inorganic would have to express 
its self-existence as a form of seh-conservation, which 
on the other hand would prevent it emerging from the 
process as a constituent moment of a product. But this 
goes directly against its nature, which has no purpose 
or universality in it Rather, its process is simply the 
determinate course of action by which its self-existence, 
111 the sense of its specific gravity, cancels itself This 
determinate action, which in that case would con- 
stitute the true principle implied in its cohesion, is itself 
however entirely indifferent to the other notion, that 
of the determinate quantity of its specific gravity. If 
the mode of action were left entirely out of account, 
and attention confined to the idea of quantity, we 
might be able to think of a feature like this: the 
greater specific weight, as it is a higher intensiveness 
of bemg {Insichseyn), would resist entering into the 
process more than a less specific weight. But on the 
contrary, freedom of self -existence (Fursichseyn) shows 
itself only in facihty to establish connexion with every- 
thmg, and mamtain itself throughout this manifold 
variety. That intensity without extension of relations 
IS an abstraction with no substance in it, for extension 
constitutes the existence of intensity. The self-con- 
servation of the morganic element m its relation hes 
however, as already mentioned, outside its nature, 
since it does not contam the prmciple of movement 
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Within it or because its being is not absolute negativity 
and not a notion. 

When this other aspect of the inorganic, on the other 
hand, is consideied not as a process, but as an inactive 
being, it is ordinary cohesion It is a simple sense 
property standing on one side over against the free 
and detached moment of otherness, which lies dispersed 
into a plurality of properties indifferent to and apart 
from one another, and which itself comes under this 
(cohesion) as does specific gravity. The multiplicity of 
properties together, then, constitutes the other side to 
cohesion. In its case, however, as in the case of the 
multiphcity, number is the only characteristic feature, 
which not merely does not bring out a relation and a 
transition from one to another of these properties, but 
consists essentially in having no necessary relation; its 
nature is rather to make manifest the absence of aU 
conformity to law, for it expresses the determinate 
character as one that is non-essential Thus we see that 
a series of bodies, whose difference is expressed as a 
numerical difference of their specific weights, by no 
means runs parallel to a series where the difference is 
constituted by the other properties, even if, for pur- 
poses of simplification, we select merely one or some 
of them. For, as a matter of fact, it could only be the 
tout ememUe of the properties which would have to 
constitute the other parallel aspect here. To bring this 
into orderly shape and to make it a connected single 
whole, observation finds at hand the quantitative detei- 
mmations of these various properties; on the other 
hand, however, their differences come to light as quali- 
tative. Now, in this collection, what would have to 
be characterized as positive or negative, and would be 
cancelled each by the other — general, the internal 
arrangement and exposition of the equation, which 
would be very composite, — would belong to the notion. 
The notion however is excluded from operating just 
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by the way m which the properties are found lying, 
and are to be picked up as mere existent entities. In 
this condition of mere being, none is negative in its 
relation to another: the one exists just as much as the 
other, nor does it in any other fashion indicate its 
position m the arrangement of the whole. 

In the case of a series with concurrent differences — 
whether the relation is meant to be that of simultaneous 
increase on both sides or of increase in the one and 
decrease m the other — ^interest centres merely m the 
last simple expression of this combined whole, which 
would constitute the one aspect of the law with specific 
gravity for the opposite. But this one aspect, qua 
resultant fact, is nothing else than what has been 
already mentioned, viz. an individual property, say, 
like ordinary cohesion, alongside and indifferent to 
which the others, specific gravity among them, are 
found lymg, and every other can be selected equally 
rightly, i.e. equally wrongly, to stand as representative 
of the entire other aspect; one as weU as the other would 
merely “represent” or stand for [German vorstellm\ the 
essential reality {Wesen), but would not actually be the 
fact (Sache) itself. Thus it seems that the attempt to 
find series of bodies which should in their two aspects 
run continuously and simply parallel, and express the 
essential nature of the bodies in a law holding of these 
aspects, must be looked at as an aim that is ignorant 
alike of what it is about and of the means for carrymg 
it through. 

Heretofore the relation between the iimer and outer 
phases in the organic form set before observation was 
forthwith transferred to the sphere of the inorganic. 
The determinate condition to which this is due can 
now be stated more precisely; and there arises thence 
a further form and relation of this situation. What 
seems to present the possibihty of such a comparison 
of inner and outer in the case of the morganic, drops 
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away altogether when we come to the organic. The 
inorganic inner is a simple inner, which comes before 
perception as a merely existent property. Its charac- 
teristic determination is therefore essentially quantity, 
and it appears as an existent property mdifferent 
towards the outer, or the plurality of other sense 
properties. The self-existence of the li’vmg organism, 
however, does not so stand on one side opposed to its 
outer; it has the principle of otherness m itself. If we 
characterize self-existence as a simple self-preserving 
relation to self, its otherness is simple negativity; and 
orgamc unity is the unity of self-identical self-relation 
and pure negativity. This unity is qua unity the inward- 
ness of the orgamc; the organic is thereby inherently 
universal, it is a genus. The freedom of the genus with 
reference to its realization is, however, something dif- 
ferent from the freedom of specific gravity with refer- 
ence to embodied form. That of the latter is freedom 
in the sphere of existence {seyende Fr&,}ie%t), m the 
sense that it takes its stand on one side as a particular 
property. But because it is an existent freedom, it is 
also only a determmate character which belongs essen- 
tially to this embodied form, or by which this form qua 
essence is somethmg determmate. The freedom, how- 
ever, of the genus is a umversal freedom, and mdifferent 
to this embodied form, or towards its realization. The 
determinateness which attaches to self-existence as 
such of the inorganic, falls therefore m the case of the 
organic under its self-existence, while in the case of 
the morganic it applies merely to the existence of the 
latter. Hence, although in the case of the latter that 
determmate characteristic appears at the same time 
only as a property, yet it possesses the value of bemg 
essential, because qua pure negative it stands over 
against concrete existence which is being for another; 
and this simple negative in its final and particular 
determinateness is a number. The organic, however, 
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is a form of singleness, which, is itseK pure negativity, 
and hence abolishes within it the fixed determmateness 
of number, which is apphcable to the indifference of 
mere bemg. So far as it has m it the moment of indif- 
ferent bemg and thereby of number, this numerical 
aspect can therefore only be regarded as an incident 
withm it, but not as the essential nature of its living 
activity. 

But now, though pure negativity, the prmciple of 
the process, does not fall outside the organic, and 
though the organic does not m its essence possess 
negativity as an adjectival characteristic, the single- 
ness of the mdividual organism being instead inherently 
universal, yet this pure singleness is not therein 
developed and realized m its various moments as if 
these were themselves abstract or universal. On the 
contrary, this developed expression makes its appear- 
ance outside that universality, which thus falls back 
into mere inwardness ; and between the concrete 
reahzation, the embodied form, i.e. the seK-developmg 
individual s%nglene8S of the orgamsm, and the orgamc 
universal, the genus, appears the determmate or specific 
universal, the species. The existential form, to which 
the negativity of the universal, the negativity of the 
genus, attains, is merely the explicitly developed move- 
ment of a process, carried out among the parts of the 
given shape assumed by the organism. If the genus had 
the different parts within itself as an unbroken simple 
umty, so that its simple negativity as such were at the 
same time a movement, carried on through parts 
equally simple and directly umversal m themselves, 
which were here actual as such moments, then the 
organic genus would be consciousness. But, as it is, the 
simple determinate character, qua determmateness of 
the species, is present in an xmconscious manner in 
the genus; concrete realization siarte from the genus; 
in other words, what finds express realization is 
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not the genus as such, i.e, not really thought. This 
genus, qua actual organic fact, is merely represented by 
a deputy. Number, which is the representative here, 
seems to designate the transition from the genus into 
the individual embodiment, and to set before observa- 
tion the two aspects of the necessary constitution, now 
in the form of a simple characteristic, and again m the 
form of an organic shape with all its mamfold variety 
fully developed. This representative, however, really 
denotes the indifference and freedom of the universal 
and the individual as regards one another; the genus 
puts the individual at the mercy of mere quantitative 
difference, a non-essential element, but the individual 
qua living shows itself equally independent of this 
difference True universality, in the way specified, is 
here merely inner nature; qua characteristic determin- 
mg the species it is formal imiversality; and in contrast 
to the latter, that true universality takes its stand on 
the side of organic individual singleness, which is 
thereby a hvmg individual entity, and owing to its 
inner nature is not concerned with its determinate 
character qw species. But this singleness is not at the 
same time a universal individual, i.e. one in which 
universahty would have external realization as well; i.e. 
the universal mdividual falls outside the living organic 
whole. This universal individual, however, in the way 
it is immediately the mdividual of the natural embodi- 
ments of organic hf e, is not consciousness itself : its exis- 
tence qua smgle orgamc living individual could not f aU 
outside that universal if it were to be consciousness. 

We have, then, here a connected system, where one 
extreme is the universal life qiia universal or genus, 
the other being that same life qua a single whole, or uni- 
versal mdmdual: the mediatmg term, however, is a 
combination of both, the first seeming to fit itself into 
it as determmate universality or as species, the other 
as single whole proper or single individuality. And since 
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this connected system belongs altogether to the aspect 
of the organic embodiment, it comprehends within it 
too what IS distinguished as inorgamc nature. 

Smce, now, the universal life qua the simple essence 
of the genus develops from its side the distmctions of 
the notion, and has to exhibit them in the form of a 
series of simple determinmg characteristics, this series 
IS a system of distinctions set up indifferently, or is 
a numerical series. Whereas formerly the organic m 
the form of somethmg individual and single was placed 
in opposition to this non-essential distinction [of c[uan- 
tity], a distmction which neither expresses nor contains 
its living nature: and while precisely the same has to be 
stated as regards the inorganic, takmg into account its 
entire existence developed in the plurahty of its proper- 
ties. it IS now the umversal individual which is not 
merely to be looked on as free from every articulation 
of the genus, but also as the power controlling the 
genus. The genus disperses into species in terms of the 
universal characteristic of number, or again it may 
adopt as its principle of division particular charac- 
teristics of its existence hke figure, colour, etc. While 
quietly prosecuting this aim, the genus meets with 
violence at the hands of the universal individual, the 
earth, ^ which in the role of universal negativity estab- 
hshes the distmctions as they exist withm itself, — the 
nature of which, owing to the substance they belong to, 
is different from the nature of those of the genus, — and 
makes good these distinctions as against the process 
of generic systematization. This action on the part of 
the genus comes to be quite a restricted business, 
which it can only carry on inside those mighty elements, 
and which is left with gaps and arrested and mterrupted 
at aU pomts through their unbridled violence. 

^ Cp Log^k, W W , V p. 163 “The earth as a concrete whole is 
at once a universal nature or genus as well as an individual ” Cp also 
NaturphiloaopMey §§ 337,338, 
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It foUows from all this that in the embodied organic 
existence observation can only meet with reason in the 
sense of hfe m general, which, however, in its differen- 
tiating process mvolves reaUy no rational sequence and 
organization, and is not an unmanently grounded 
system of shapes and forms. If in the logical process 
of the moments mvolved m orgamc embodiment the 
mediating term, which contains the species and its 
reahzation in the form of a smgle mdividuahty, had 
■withm it the two extremes of inner universahty and 
universal mdividuahty, then this middle term would 
have, m the movement of its reahty, the expression 
and the nature of universahty, and would be self- 
systematizmg development. It is thus that conscious- 
ness takes as the middle term between umversal spmt 
and its mdividuation or sense-consciousness, the sys- 
tem of shapes assumed by consciousness, as an orderly 
seK-constituted whole of the hfe of spirit, — ^the system 
of forms of conscious Me which is dealt with m this 
treatise, and which finds its objective existential ex- 
pression as the history of the world. But organic 
nature has no history; it drops from its universal, 
— ^hfe, — immediately into the iadividuation of exist- 
ence, and the moments of simple determinateness 
and mdividual hving activity which are umted m this 
realization, brmg about the process of change merely 
as a contingent movement, wherein each plays its own 
part and the whole is preserved. But the energy thus 
exerted is restricted, so far as itself is concerned, merely 
to its own fixed centre, because the whole is not present 
in it; and the whole is not there because the whole is 
not as such here for itself. 

Besides the fact, then, that reason in observing 
organic nature only comes to see itself as umversal Me 
in general, it comes to see the development and realiza- 
tion of this Me merely by way of systems distinguished 
quite generally, m the determination of which the 
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essential reality lies not in the organic as such, but in 
the universal individual [the earth]; and among these 
distinctions of earth [it comes to see that development 
and realization] in the form of sequences vrhicb the 
genus attempts to estabhsh. 

Smce, then, m its reahzation, the umversahty found 
in organic hfe lets itseh drop direotly into the extreme 
of individuation, without any true self-referruig process 
of mediation, the thing before the observing mmd is 
merely a would-be “meamng”; and if reason can take 
an idle mterest to observe what is thus “meant” here, 
it IS confined to describing and recording nature’s 
“meamngs” and mcidental suggestions. This irrational 
freedom of “fancymg” doubtless will proffer on all sides 
begmnings of laws, traces of necessity, allusions to 
order and sequence, mgenious and specious relations 
of all kinds. But m relatmg the orgamc to the different 
facts of the inorganic, elements, zones, climates, so far 
as regards law and necessary connexion, observation 
never gets further than the idea of a “great influence”. 
So, too, on the other side, where iadividuahty has not 
the significance of the earth, but of the oneness imma- 
nent m organic life, and where this, in immediate unity 
with the universal, no doubt constitutes the genus, 
whose simple unity however, is just for that reason 
determined merely as a number and hence lets go the 
quahtative appearance; — ^here observation cannot get 
further than to make clever remarks, bringmg out 
interestmg pomts in connexion, a friendly condescen- 
sion to the notion. But clever remarlrs do not amount 
to a knowledge of necessity; interestmg points of con- 
nexion stop short at bemg simply of mterest, while 
the mterest is still nothing but fanciful “opmion” about 
the rational; and the friendlmess of the individual m 
makmg allusion to a notion is a cluldhke friendhness, 
which is childish if, as it stands, it is to be or wants 
to be worth anythmg. 
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OBSERVATIOlSr OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS IN ITS PUKE 
FORM AND IN ITS RELATION TO EXTERNAL REALITY 
—LOGICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL LAWS 


Observation can be directed upon the seK-conscions process of mind 
in two ways it may consider the mmd’s thmkmg relation to reality, 
and It may consider the mmd’s active or biotic relation to reahty The 
result of observation here, as m the foregoing cases, finds expression 
in a number of laws, which it “frames” The “laws” m the first case 
are “laws of thought” or connected logical laws m the latter case 
we have laws of psychic events, “psychological” laws 

The analysis m this section shows the inadequacy of observation as 
such to deal with its material m both cases It fails m the first case 
because (1) “laws of thought” have no meanmg apart from the reality 
with which thought is necessarily concerned, laws of thought are laws 
of “thmkmg”, and thmkmg is both form and content (2) observation 
gives each law an absolute hemg of its own, as if it were detached from 
the umty of self-consciousness, whereas this unity is the fundamental 
principle of each and all the laws, which only exist m and by the smgle 
process of that umty Hence a type of logic confined to “observmg” 
laws of thought is necessarily untrue Observation agam fails m the 
second case because it is impossible to separate mmd from its total 
environment Observational or empirical psychology therefore is 
incapable of givmg an adequate account of mmd the constitution of 
the envnonment enters mto and m part determines the constitution 
of the psychic events, and the latter cannot be explamed even as 
events without interpretmg the former at the same time. 



OBSERVATION OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS IN ITS PURE 
FORM AND IN ITS RELATION TO EXTERNAL REALITY 
—LOGICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL LAWS 

Observation of nature finds the notion realized in 
inorganic nature, laws, whose moments are things 
which at the same time are m the position of abstrac- 
tions. But this notion is not a simphoity refiected mto 
self. The life of organic nature, on the other hand, is 
only this self-reflected simphcity. The opposition within 
itself, m the sense of the opposition of universal and 
mdmdual, does not make its appearance m the essen- 
tial nature of this life itself with one factor apart from 
the other. Its essential nature is not the genus, self- 
sundered and self -moved in its undifferentiated element, 
and remammg at the same time for itself undifferen- 
tiated m its opposition. Observation finds this free 
notion, whose universahty has ]ust as absolutely withm 
it developed mdividuahty, only m the notion which 
itself exists as notion, i.e. m self-consciousness. 

When observation now turns ui upon itself and directs 
itself on the notion which is real qua free notion, it 
finds, to begin with, the Laws of Thought. This kind of 
individuality, which thought is in itself, is the abstract 
movement of the negative, a movement entirely mtro- 
verted mto simphcity; and the laws are outside reahty. 

To say “they have no reality” means in general 
nothing else than that they are without any truth. 
And in fact they do not claim to be entue truth, but 
still formal truth. But what is purely formal without 
reahty is an ens %ntellectus, or empty abstraction without 
the mternal diremption which would be nothmg else but 
the content. 

On the other hand, however, since they are lavs 
of pure thought, while the latter is the inherently 
universal, and thus a kmd of knowledge, which imme- 
diately contains being and therem all reahty, these 
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laws are absolute notions, and are in one and the same 
sense the essential prmciples of form as well as of 
thmgs. Since self-dnectmg, seK-movmg universality is 
the simple notion in a state of diremption, this notion 
has m this manner a content in itself, and one which 
is all content, except sensuous, not a being of sense. 
It IS a content, which is neither m contradiction with 
the form nor at all separated from it; rather it is essen- 
tially the form itself; for the latter is nothing but the 
universal dividing itself into its pure moments 

In the way m which this form or content, however, 
comes before observation qua observation, it gets the 
character of a content that is found, given, i.e. one 
which merely %s. It becomes a passively existing basis 
of relations, a multitude of detached necessities, which 
as a defimtely fixed content are to have truth just as 
they stand with their specific characteristic, and thus, 
m point of fact, are withdrawn from the form. 

This absolute truth of fixed characteristics, or of 
a plurahty of different laws, contradicts, however, the 
unity of self -consciousness, contradicts the unity of 
thought and form m general What is declared to be 
a fixed and inherently constant law can be merely a 
moment of the self-referrmg, self-reflectmg unity, can 
come on the scene merely as a vanishing element. When 
extricated, however, by the process of considering 
them, from the movement imposmg this contmuous 
connexion, and when set out individually and sepa- 
rately, it is not content that they lack, for they have 
a specific content; they lack rather form, which is their 
essential nature. In point of fact it is not for the reason 
that they are to be merely formal and are not to have 
any content, that these laws are not the truth of 
thought; it is rather for the opposite reason. It is 
because in their specificity, i.e. just as a content with 
the form removed, they want to pass for somet hin g 
absolute. In their true nature, as vanishing moments 
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in the unity of thought, they would have to he taken 
as knowledge or as thinking process, hut not as laws 
of knowledge. Observing, however, neither is nor knows 
that knowledge itself; observation converts its nature 
into the shape of an objective being, i.e. apprehends 
its negative character merely as laws of being. 

It IS sufficient for our purpose here to have indicated 
the invahdity of the so-called laws of thought from 
the consideration of the general nature of the case. It 
falls to speculative philosophy to go more mtimately 
and fully into the matter, and there they show them- 
selves to be what m truth they are, single vanishing 
moments, whose truth is simply the whole of the 
thinking process, knowledge itself. 

>. This negative unity of thought exists for its own 
sake, or rather it is just being for itseH and on its own 
account, the principle of mdividuahty; and its reahty 
consists in exercising a function, it is an active con- 
sciousness. Consequently the mental attitude of obser- 
vation will by the nature of the case be led on towards 
this as being the reahty of those laws of thought. Since 
this connexion is not a fact for observation, the latter 
supposes that thought with its laws remains standing 
separately on one side, and that, on the other side, it 
obtains another objective bemg m what is now the 
object observed, viz. that acting consciousness, which 
exists for itself in such a way as to cancel otherness and 
find its reahty in this direct awareness of itself as the 
negative. 

In the active practical reahty of consciousness, 
observation thus finds opened up before it a new field. 
Psychology contains the collection of laws m virtue of 
which the mind takes up different attitudes towards 
the different forms of its reality given and presented 
to it in a condition of otherness. The mind adopts 
these various attitudes partly with a view to receiving 
these modes of its reality into itself, and conforming to 
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the habits, customs, and ways of thinking it thus 
comes across, as being that wherein mind is reahty and 
as such object to itself; partly with a view to knowing 
its own spontaneous activity in opposition to them, 
to follow the bent of its own inclinations, affections, and 
emotions, and carry off thence what is merely of par- 
ticular and special moment for itself, and thus make 
what is objective conform to itself. In the former it 
behaves negatively towards itself as single and indi- 
vidual mmd, in the latter negatively towards itself as 
the umversal being. 

In the former aspect independence [or self-depen- 
dence] gives what is met with merely the form of 
conscious individuahty in general, and as regards 
the content remains within the general reaMy given; 
in the second aspect, however, it gives the reahty at' 
least a certam special modification, which does not 
contradict its essential content, or even a modification 
by which the individual qua particular reahty and 
pecuhar content sets itseK against the general reahty. 
This opposition becomes a form of wrongdoing when 
the individual cancels that reahty in a merely par- 
ticular manner, or when it does so in a manner that 
IS general and thus for aU, when it puts another world, 
another right, law, and custom in place of those already 
there. 

Observational psychology, which m the first instance 
states what observation finds regarding the general 
forms brought to its notice in the active conscious- 
ness, discovers aU sorts of faculties, inchnations, and 
passions; and since, while narrating what this col- 
lection contains, the remembrance of the unity of self- 
consciousness is not to be suppressed, observational 
psychology is bound to get the length at least of wonder- 
ment that such a lot and such a miscellany of things 
can happen to be somehow alongside one another m 
the mind as in a kmd of bag, more especially when they 
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are seen to be not lifeless inert things, but restless active 


processes. 

In telbng over these various faculties observation 
keeps to the universal aspect: the unity of these multi- 
farious capacities is the opposite aspect to this um- 
versahty, is the actual concrete individuahty. 

To take up again thus the different concrete indi- 
vidualities, and to describe how one man has more m- 
chnation for this, the other for that, how one has more 
intelhgence than the other — all this is, however, some- 
thing much more umnteresting than even to reckon up 
the species of insects, mosses, and so on. For these 
latter give observation the right to take them thus 
mdividually and disconnectedly (begnfflos), because 
they belong essentially to the sphere of fortuitous de- 
tailed particulars. To take conscious individuahty on 
the other hand, as a particular phenomenal entity, and 
treat it m so wooden a fashion, is self-contradictory, 
because the essential nature of individuality hes in the 
umversal element of mind Since, however, the process 
of apprehending it causes it at the same time to pass 
into the form of umversality, to apprehend it is to find 
its law, and seems in this way to have a rational pur- 
pose in view, and a necessary function to fulfil. 

The moments constitutmg the content of the law 
are on the one hand individuahty itself, on the other its 
umversal inorgamc nature, viz the given circumstances, 
situation, habits, customs, religion, and so forth; 


from these the determinate individuahty is to be under- 
stood and comprehended They contain somethin 
specific, determinate, as well as umversal, and are 
the same time something lying at hand, which fur 
material for observation and on the other 
presses itself in the form of individuality 
T^^pw of this relation of the two sid 
con^^^^^^ress the sort of effect and"* 
detsHrara^^umstances exert on ip' 
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individuality, however, just consists both in being 
the universal, and hence in passively and directly 
assimilating and blending with the given universals, 
the customs, habits, etc , thus becoming conformed to 
them, as also in takmg up an attitude of opposition 
towards them and thus transformmg and transmutmg 
them; and again m behaving towards them in its in- 
dividual character with complete mdifference, neither 
ah owing them to exert an influence over it, nor setting 
itseh actively against them. On that account what 
IS to have an mfluence on mdividuahty, and what sort 
of influence it is to have — ^which, properly speaking, 
mean the same thing — depend entirely on individuality 
itself: to say that by such and such an influence this 
mdividuality has become this specifically determmate 
individuahty means nothing else than saymg it has 
been this all along. Circumstances, situation, customs, 
and so on, which show themselves on one side as some- 
thing given, and on the other as within this specific 
individuahty, reveal merely mdeterminate nature of 
individuality, which is not the point under considera- 
tion. If these circumstances, style of thought, customs, 
the whole state of the world, in short, had not been, 
then assuredly the mdividual would not have been 
what he is; for all the elements that find a place m 
this “ state of the world ” constitute this umversal 
substance. 

By the way, however, m which the state of the 
world has affected in particular any given individual — 
and it IS such an individual that has to be compre- 
nded — ^it must itself have assumed a particular 
' on its own account, and have operated upon 
"vidual m the specific character which it assumed. 
“ ‘uld it have made the individual the specific 
fividual he is. If the external e t is 
'n and for itself as it ; ' " ’ di- 

ter would be compre^ ^he 
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nattixe of the former. We should have a double 
gallery of pictures, one of which would be the reflexion 
of the other: the one the gallery of external circum- 
stance completely encompassing, circumscribing, and 
determining the individual, the other the same gallery 
translated into the form in which those circumstances 
are m the conscious individual: the former the spherical 
surface, the latter the centre reflectively representing 
that surface withm it 

But the spherical surface, the world for the mdividual, 
carries on the face of it this double meamng: it is in 
and for itself the actual world and situation, and it is 
the world of the individual. It is the world of the 
individual either m so far as this individual was merely 
fused and blended with it, had let that world, ]ust as 
it is, pass into its own nature, and had taken up towards 
it merely the attitude of a formal consciousness, or, on 
the other hand, it is the world of the individual in the 
sense m which the given has been transformed and 
transmuted by that mdividual. 

Smce reahty is capable of having this twofold mean- 
mg on account of this freedom of the individual, the 
world of the individual is only to be understood from 
the individual himseH; and the influence of reahty upon 
the individual, a reahty which is represented as havmg 
a being all its own (an und fur sick), receives through 
this individual absolutely the opposite sigmficance — • 
the individual either lets the stream of reahty flowing 
in upon it have its way, or breaks off and diverts the 
current of its mfluence In consequence of this, how- 
ever, “ psychological necessity ” becomes an empty 
phrase, so empty that there is the absolute possibihty 
that what is said to have this influence could equally 
well not have had it. 

Herewith drops out of accomit that existence which 
was to be something all by itself, and was meant to con- 
stitute one aspect, and that the umversal aspect, of a 
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law. Individuality is what its world, in the sense of 
its own world, is. Individuahty itself is the cycle of 
its own action, m which it has presented and established 
itself as reahty, and is simply and solely a unity of 
what IS given and what is constructed — a umty whose 
aspects do not fall apart, as in the idea of psychological 
law, into a world given per se and an individuahty exist- 
ing for itself. Or if those aspects are thus considered 
each by itself, there is no necessity to be found between 
them, and no law of their relation to one another. 



c 

OBSERVATION OF THE RELATION OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS 
TO ITS IMMEDIATE ACTUALITY-PHYSIOGNOMY AND 
PHRENOLOGY. 

In the previous section observation was directed upon the relation of 
mind to external reality — ^the natural environment of individuality 
The relation of mind to its own physical embodiment furnishes a further 
object for observation to take up How observation operates m dealing 
with this relation forms the subject of the analysis in the present section 
Up to and at the time at which Hegel wrote, the discussion of this 
relation took the form of what are now looked upon either as spurious 
sciences or at best as falling withm the scope of physiology or psycho- 
physics. Those pseudo sciences were Physiognomy and Phrenology or 
Cramoscopy Both had in one form or another engaged the attention of 
reflective mmds from the earliest times But about the latter half of the 
eighteenth century they gamed unusual public prominence, m Geimany, 
France and England, through the eloquence and conviction of their 
exponents , so much so that in Germany a law was passed forbidding 
the promulgation of phrenology as being dangerous to religion, and m 
England a law of George II re-enacted a statute of Elizabeth imposing 
the severest penalties on physiognomists The chief exponents and 
propagandists of these studies of the human individual were Lavater 
(1741-1801), m physiognomy, and Gall (1758-1828), along with his 
pupil Spurzheim, m phrenology The personal character and influence of 
the first, combined with his rhetorical eloquence, compelled the atten- 
tion not only of the popular mind but of men of outstandmg mtelligenee , 
while Gall lectured publicly and went from one Umversity to another 
expounding the generalizations discovered or made 

It was impossible therefore for any philosopher who attempted to 
discuss comprehensively the methods and procedure of observational 
science to ignore the claims made by these pseudo sciences or to refuse 
to examine the vahdity of the laws they proposed to formulate This 
was aU the more necessary because the object they dealt with — the 
relation of mmd to its physical embodiment — was and is unquestionably 
an important fact of experience and presents a serious problem to philo- 
sophy, especially to idealism Hence wo have in the f oUowmg section an 
elaborate analysis of the observational “sciences” of physiognomy and 
phrenology — an analysis the length of which can only be explamed and 
justified by the historical circumstances above mdicated 
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OBSERVATION OF THE RELATION OF SELF-OONSCIOUSNESS 
TO ITS IMMEDIATE ACTUALITY— PHYSIOGNOMY AND 
PHRENOLOGY » 

Psychological observation discovers no law for the 
relation of self-consciousness to actuality or the world 
over against it; and owing to their mutual indifference 
it IS forced to fall back on the pecuhar determinate 
characteristic of real individuahty, which has a being 
in and for itself or contains the opposition of subjective 
self-existence (Fursichseyn) and objective inherent 
existence (Anstchseyn) dissolved and extinguished 
Within its own process of absolute mediation. Indi- 
viduahty IS now the object for observation, or the 
object to which observation now passes. 

The mdmdual exists in himseK and for himself. 
He IS for himself, or is a free activity; he is, however, 
also in himself, or has himself an ongznal deternunate 
bemg of his own — a character which is m principle 
the same as what psychology sought to find outside him. 
Opposition thus breaks out in his own seK; it has 
this twofold nature, it is a process or movement of 
consciousness, and it is the fixed being of a reahty with 
a phenomenal character, a reahty which in it is directly 
its own. This bemg, the “body” of the deternunate m- 
dividuahty, is its origmal source, that in the makmg 
of which it has had nothing to do. But since the indi- 
vidual at the same time merely is what he has done, his 
body is also an “expression” of himself which he has 
brought about; a sign and indication as weU, which 
has not remamed a bare immediate fact, but through 
which the individual only makes known what is 
actually imphed by his settmg his original nature to 
work 

If we consider the moments we have here in relation 
to the view previously mdicated, we find a general 

1 Cp with Hegel’s analysis Erdmann’s Paydhologische Br%eje, Br 9 
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human shapSS^ BMiSIllH^s t the general character 
of a chmate, ^^^^B ^orld, of a people, just 

as formerly we general customs 

and culture. In circumstances 

and situation are realitv, here 

this particular reahty is foiSoaation of the 

shape of the individual. (Mt the dw.^r whereas 
formerly we were dealing with the,fee^gj^y|.^ 
individual, and reahty in the r 

was put in contrast and oppositio^^^^®^^^^^ 
here the shape assumed by the 

an expression of his own actuahzati oml|^ |j| | | j | i ||| p ^fc 
the mdividual himself, it bears the lineam ffl H MHK iMH 
of his spontaneously active being. But the 
umversal as well as particular, which observ^^' 
merly found outside the mdividual, is here the 
reahty of the individual, his co^Viate body; and w^L 
this very body the expression due to his own act^^ 
appears. From the psychological point of view objec* 
tive reality m and for itseK and determinate indi- 
viduahty had to be brought into relation to one 
another; here, however, it is the whole determinates 
mdividuality that is the object for observation, an^ 
each aspect of the opposition it entails is itself isB 
whole. Thus, to the outer whole belongs not mer^H 
the original primordial being, the connate body, but th^ 
formation of the body as well, which is due to activity 
from the mner side, the body is a unity of unformed 
and formed existence, and is the reality of the indi' 
vidual permeated by his reference to self. This whole 
embraces the definite parts fixed originally and from 
the first, and also the lineaments which arise only as 
the result of action; this whole so formed is, and this 


bemg IS an expression of what is inner, of the mdividual 
constituted as a consciousness and as a process. 

This mner is, too, no longer formal, spontaneous 
activity without any content or determmateness of its 
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own, an activity with 
as in the former case, l^g 
it IS an origmal inher^eftiily ^ 


P^eoific nature, 
111 circumstances; 


it IS an origmal inher^citly Character, whose 

form alone is the aotmt^^M?;«ien we have to con- 
sider here is the reMJ^on suh&tmg between the two 
sides; the point to^^serro is how this relation is 
determined, and^^^ ^ understood by the inner 

endmg , * 

ThjSd^t^r jn tha first place, does not act as an organ 

maMm't^® visible, or, in general terms, a bemg 
for theunner, so far as it is in the organ, 

.^i^v^ctivity itself. Vhe mouth that speaks, the hand 


J^Kt works, with the Uegs too, if we care to add them, 
operative organs effecting the actual realiza- 
’■^^te' Mi'd they contaii|i the action qim action, or the 
as such, the externality, however, which the 
obtains by ther^ means is the deed, the act,^ 
the sense of a' realiw separated and cut ofi from\ 
ii|'xhe mdividual, /Language and labour are outer ex- 
I pressions in which the ilpdividual no longer retains 
' possession of himself per s&, but lets the inner get right 
outside him, and surrenders it to somethmg else. For 
’ ^t reason we might just as truly say that these outer 
ressions express the inner too much as that they do . 
^00 little; too much — ^because the inner itself breaks 


.Ut in them, and there remams no opposition between 
them and it; they not merely give an expression of 
the inner, they give the inner itself directly and im- 
mediately: too httle — ^because in speech and action the 
inner turns itself mto somethmg else, into an other, 
and thereby puts itself at the merc y of the eleinent of 
, change, which transforms^ the^spoken”Vord and the 
I accomplished act, and makes something else out of 
them “ tha n they are m and ,for themselves as actions 
I of a particular determinate in^vidual. Not only do 
the products of actions, owmg to this externality, lose 
by the influence of others the character of being some- 
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thing constant vts-d-ms other indivzduahties; but by 
their assuming towards the mner which they contam, 
the attitude of something external, separate, inde- 
pendent, and indifferent, they can, through the indi- 
vidual himself, be qxta inner something other than 
they seem. Either the individual intentionally makes 
them m appearance somethmg else than they are in 
truth; or he is too incompetent to give himself the 
outer aspect he really wanted, and to give them such 
fixity and permanence that the product of his action 
cannot become misrepresented by others. The action, 
then, in the form of a completed product has 
double and opposite significance of being either -the 
inner individuality and not its expression; or, qua 
external, a reahty detached from the inner, a reality 
which is something quite different from the mner. 
On account of this ambiguity, 'ive must look about for 
the inner as i^^ still is within the individual himself, but 
in a visible or external form. In the organ, however, 
it exists merely as immediate activity as such, which 
attams its externalization m the act or deed, that either 
does or again does not represent the inner. The organ, 
m the light of this opposition, thus does not afford the 
expression which is sought. 

If now the external shape and form were able to 
express the mner individuality only m so far as that 
shape IS neither an organ nor action, hence only in so 
far as it is an inert passive whole, it would then play 
the role of a subsistent thmg, which received undis- 
turbed the inner as an ahen element mto its own passive 
being, and thereby became the sign and symbol of it — 
an external contmgent expression, whose actual con- 
crete aspect has no meamng of its own — ^a language 
whose sounds and tone-combmations are not the real 
fact itself, but are capriciously connected with it and a 
mere accident so far as it is concerned. 

Such a capricious association of factors that are ex- 
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ternal for one another does not give a law. Physwgnomy, 
however, would claim distmction from other spurious 
arts and unwholesome studies on the ground that in 
deahng with determinate mdmduahty it considers the 
necessary opposition of an inner and an outer, of 
character as a conscious nature and character as a 
definitely embodied organic shape, and relates these 
moments to one another in the way they are related 
to one another by their very conception, and hence 
must constitute the content of a law. In astrology, on 
the other hand, in palmistry and similar “sciences”, 
there appears merely external element related to ex- 
ternal element, anj^hmg whatsoever to an element 
alien to it. A given constellation at birth, and, when 
the external element is brought closer to the body 
itself, certain given lines on the hand, are external 
factors making for lorfg or short life, and the fate m^ 
general of the particular person. Bemg externahtiesl 
they are mdifferent towards one another, and have| 
none of the necessity for one another which is supposed * 
to he in the relation of what is outer to what is inner. 

The hand, to be sure, does not seem to be such a 
very external thmg for fate; it seems rather to stand | 
to it as something mner. For fate agam is also merely# 
the phenomenal manifestation of what the specifically^ 
determmate individuality inherently is as having ori-r 
ginally an inner determinate constitution. Now to\ 
find out what this individuality is m itseh, the palmist, 
as weU as the physiognomist, takes a shorter cut than, 
e.g., Solon, who thought he could only know this from 
and after the course of the whole fife: the latter looked 
at the phenomenal exphcit reahty, while the former 
considers the implicit nature (das Ansich). That the 
hand, however, must exhibit and reveal the inherent 
nature of individuality as regards its fate, is easily 
seen from the fact that after the organ of speech it is 
the hand most of aU by which a man actualizes and 
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manifests himself. It is the animated artificer of his 
fortune : we may say of the hand it ^s what a man does, 
for m it as the effective organ of his self-fulfilment he 
is there present as the animating soul; and since he is 
ultimately and originally his own fate, the hand vdll 
thus express this innate mherent nature. 

Prom this peculiarity, that the organ of activity is 
at once a form of being and the operation going on 
within it, or again that the inner mherent being is itself 
explicitly present m it and has a being for others, w'e 
come upon a further aspect of it difi^erent from the 
precedmg. Por if the organs m general proved to be 
mcapable of being taken as expressions of the inner for 
the reason that m them the action is present as a 
process, while the action as a deed or (fimshed) act is 
merely external, and mner ana, outer m this way fall 
apart and are or can W-ahen toihne another, the organ 
must, in view of the pecuharity now considered, be 
again taken as also a middle term for both, since this 
very fact, that the operation takes place and is present 
in it, constitutes eo ipso an external attribute of it, 
and indeed one that is different from the deed or act ; 
for the former holds by the individual and remains with 
him. 

This mediating term rmiting mner and outer is in 
the first place itself external too. But then this exter- 
nality IS at the same time taken up mto the inner; it 
stands in the form of simple unbroken externality 
opposed to dispersed externahty, which either is a 
single performance or condition contmgent for the 
individuality as a whole, or else, in the form of a total 
externality, is fate or destiny, spht up into a plurahty 
of performances and conditions. The simple lines of 
the hand, then, the ring and compass of the voice, as 
also the individual pecuharity of the language used: or 
again this idios3mcracy of language, as expressed where 
the hand gives it more durable existence than the voice 
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can do, viz. in writing, especially in the particular style 
of “handwriting” — ^all this is an expression of the inner, 
so that, as against the multifarious externality of action 
and fate, this expression again stands in the position 
of simple externahty, plays the part of an inner m 
relation to the externahty of action and fate. Thus, 
then, if at first the specific nature and innate peculiarity 
of the individual along with what these become as the 
result of cultivation and development, are regarded as 
the inner reality, as the essence of action and of fate, 
this inner being finds its appearance m external fashion 
to begin with in his mouth, hand, voice, handwriting, 
and the other organs and their permanent character- 
istics. Thereafter and not till then does it give itself 
further outward expression m its realization in the 
world. 

Now because this ni^dle term assumes the nature of 
an outer expression, which is at the same time taken ' 
back into the inner, its existence is not confined to\ 
the immediate organ of action (the hand); this middle ' 
term is rather the movement and form of countenance 
and figure in general which perform no outward act. 
These hneaments and their movements on this principle 
are the checked and restrained action that stops in 
the individual and, as regards his relation to what he 
actually does, constitute his own personal inspection 
and observation of the action — outer expression in 
the sense of reflexion upon the actual outer expression. 

The mdivldual, on the occasion of his external action, 
is therefore not dumb and silent, because he is thereby 
at once reflected into himself, and he gives articulate 
expression to this self -reflexion. This theoretical action, 
the mdividual’s conversing with himself on the matter, 
is also perceptible to others, for his speaking is itself an 
outer expression. 

In this inner, then, which in being expressed remains 
an inner, observation finds the mdivldual reflected out 
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of his actual reahty; and we have to see how the case 
stands with regard to the necessity which hes in the 
unity here. 

His being thus reflected is to begin with different 
from the act itself, and therefore can and be taken 
for something other than the deed is. We look at a 
man’s face and see whether he is in earnest with what 
he says or does. Conversely, however, what is here 
intended to be an expression of the inner is at the same 
time an existent objective expression, and hence 
itself falls to the level of mere existence, which is 
absolutely contmgent for the self-conscious individual. 
It IS therefore no doubt an expression, but at the same 
time only m the sense of a sign, so that to the content 
expressed the pecuhar nature of that by which it is 
expressed is completely indiffeiyjnt. The inner m thus 
appearing is doubtless an invisible made visible, but 
without being itself united to this appearance. It can 
j'ust as well make use of some other appearance as 
another inner can adopt the same appearance. Lichten- 
berg,^ therefore, is right in saymg: “Suppose the physi- 
ognomist ever did have a man in his grasp, it would 
merely require a courageous resolution on the man’s part 
to make himself again incomprehensible for centuries.” 

In the previous case^ the immediately given cir- 
cumstances formed a sphere of existence from which 
mdividuahty selected what it could or what it wanted, 
either submitting to or transmutmg this given existence, 
for which reason this did not contain the necessity and 
inner nature of individuality. Similarly here the 
immediate being m which individuahty clothes its 
appearance is one which either expresses the fact of its 
being reflected back out of reality and existing within 
itself, or which is for it merely a sign indifferent to 

^ A critic of physiognomy m Uher Physiognomih, 2Au f Gottingen, 
1778, p 36. 

3 1 ©. the relation of self-consciousness to external reality 
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what is signified, and therefore signifying in reality 
nothing; it is as mnch its countenance as its mask, 
which can be put off when it likes. Individuality 
permeates its own shape, moves, speaks in the shape 
assumed; but this entire mode of existence equally 
well passes over into a state of bemg indifferent to the 
will and the act. Individuality effaces from it the 
significance it formerly had — of being that wherein 
mdmduahty is reflected into itself, or has its true nature 
— and mstead puts its real nature rather in the will and 
the deed. 

Individuality abandons that condition of being 
reflected into self which finds expression in lines and 
hneaments, and places its real nature in the work done. 
Herein it contradicts the relationship which the instinct 
of reason, engaged in ^bserving self-conscious individu- 
ality, establishes in regard to what its inner and outer 
should be. This point of view brings us to the special 
idea at the basis of the science of physiognomy — ^if we 
care to call it a “science”. The opposition this form of 
observation comes upon is in form the opposition of 
practical and theoretical, both faUmg inside the practical 
aspect itself — ^the opposition of individuality, making 
itself real in action (m the most general sense of action), 
and mdividuality as being in this action at the same 
time reflected thence into self, and taking the action 
for its object. Observation apprehends and accepts this 
opposition m the same inverted form in which it is 
when it makes its appearance. To observation, the 
deed itself and the performance, whether it be that of 
speech or a more solid reality, stand for the non-essential 
outer, while the mdividuahty’s existence within itself 
passes for the essential inner. Of the two aspects which 
the practical mind mvolves, intention and act (the 
“meaning” regardmg the action and the action itself), 
observation selects the former as the true inner; this 
(i.e. the intention or true inner) is supposed to have 
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its more or less unessential externahzation in the act, 
while its true outer expression is to be had in the form 
in which the individual is embodied. This latter ex- 
pression IS a sensuous immediate presence of the 
mdividual mmd: the inwardness, which is intended 
to be the true internal aspect, is the particular point 
of the mtention, and the singleness of self -existence: 
both together the mmd subjectively “meant”. Thus, 
what observation takes for its objects is an existence 
that is “meant”; and within this sphere it looks for 
laws. 

The primary way of makmg conjectures {meimn) 
regardmg the “presumptive” presence of mind is 
everyday {naturhch) physiognomy, hasty judgment 
formed at a glance about the mner nature and the 
character of its outer form_ ^aijid shape. The object 
of this guesswork thinkmg^, is .’ of such a kmd that 
its very essence involves its Bemg in truth something 
else than merely sensuous and immediate. Certamly 
what is really present is just this condition of being in 
sensuous form reflected out of sense into seK ; it is the 
visible as a sensuous presentment of the mvisible, which 
constitutes the object of observation. But this very 
sensuous immediate presence is the mmd’s “reahty” as 
that reality is approved by mere conjecture (Meinung); 
and observation from this pomt of view occupies itself 
with its “presumed” {gememt) existence, with physi- 
ognomy, handwritmg, sound of voice, etc. 

Observation relates such and such a sensuous fact 
to just such a supposed or presumed {gemeintes) inner. 
It IS not the murderer, the thief, that is to be known ; it 
is the capacity to be a murderer, a thief. The definitely 
marked abstract attribute is thereby lost in the concrete 
indefinite characteristic nature of the particular indi- 
vidual, which now demands more skflful delineations 

^ Cp. Theie is no ait to find the mind’s construction in the face 
Macbeth, Act I 4 



348 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


than the former qualifications supply. Such skilful 
delineations no doubt say more than the quahfication, 
“murderer”, “thief”, or “good-hearted”, “unspoiled”, 
and so on ; but are a long way short of their aim, which 
IS to express the being that is “meant”, the single 
mdividuality; as far short as the delineations of the 
form and shape, which go further than a “flat brow”, 
a “long nose”, etc. For the individual shape and 
form, like the individual seh-consciousness, is, qiia 
something “meant”, inexpressible. The “science of 
knowing inen”,^ which is concerned about the supposed 
human being, like the “science” of physiognomy, 
which deals with his presumed reality and seeks to 
raise to the level of knowledge uncritical assertions pf 
everyday {naturUch) physiognomy,® is therefore some- 
thing with neither fof^ndation nor finality, it cannoi 
manage to say what ^it “means” because it merely^ 
“means”, and its content is merely what is “presumed” / 
or “meant”. ( 

The so-called “laws”, this kmd of science sets out to \ 
find, are relations holdmg between these two presumed ) 
or supposed aspects, and hence can amount to no more 
than an empty “fanc3nng” (meinen), Agam since this 
presumed knowledge, which takes upon itself to deal 
with the reality of mind, finds its object to be just the 
fact that mind is reflected from sense existence back 
mto self, and that, for mind, a specific bodily expression 
is an indifferent accident, it is therefore bound to be 
aware at once that by the so-caUed “laws” discovered 

^ This refers to the elairos put forward by Lavater, whose work was 
entitled Physiognormsche Fragmente zur Beforderung der Menschen- 
kenntmss und Menschenhebe^ Leipzig, 1775—8 

® “Everyday Physiognomy” would be the familiar procedure of 
mankind, civilized and uncivilized, in divining or supposing what is in 
a man’s m i n d from bodily expressions — e g the tone of his voice, the 
Imeaments (natural and acquired) of his face, the play of his features, 
or even in general the conf ormation of his body. The procedure is instinc- 
tive , but it also leads to rough and ready judgments of experience which 
are used for guidance in everyday social life 
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it really says nothing at all, but that, strictly speaking, 
this IS mere chatter, or merely giving out a “fancy” or 
“opinion” {Me^nung) of its own — (an assertion which 
has this amount of truth that to state one’s “opimon”, 
one’s “fancy”, and not to convey thereby the fact 
itself, but merely a “fancy of one’s own”, are one and 
the same thing). In content, however, such observations 
cannot differ in value from these: “It always rains at 
our annual fair,” says the dealer ; “And every time, too,” 
says the housewife, “when I am drying my washing,” 

Lichtenberg, who characterizes physiognomic obser- 
vation in this way, adds this remark: “If any one said, 
‘You act, certainly, like an honest man, but I can 
see from your face you are forcing yourseff to do so, 
and are a rogue at heart,’ without a doubt every brave 

fellow to the end of time when accosted in that fashion 

<1 

will retort with a box on the ear^"’ 

This retort is to the point, for the reason that it 
refutes the fundamentalassumption of such a “science” 
of conjecture (metnen), viz. that the reality of a man 
is his face, etc. 

The true being of a man is, on the contrary, his act; 
individuality is real in the deed, and a deed it is which 
cancels both the aspects of what is “meant” or “pre- 
sumed” to be. In the one aspect where what is “pre- 
sumed” or “imagined” takes the form of a passive 
bodily bemg, mdmduahty puts itself forward in action 
as the negative essence which only is so far as it cancels 
being. Then furthermore the act does away with the 
inexpressibleness of what self-conscious individuality 
really “means”; m regard to such “meaning”, indi- 
viduality is endlessly determined and determinable. 
This false infinite, this endless deterrmning, is abolished 
in the completed act. The act is something simply 
determmate, universal, to be grasped as an abstract, 
distinctive whole; it is murder, theft, a benefit, a deed 
of bravery, and so on, and what it ts can be sazd of it. 
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It is such and such, and its being is not merely a 
symbol, it is the fact itself. It is this, and the individual 
human bemg ts what the act %s. In the simple fact that 
the act IS, the mdividual is for others what he really is 
and with a certain general nature, and ceases to be 
merely something that is “meant” or “presumed” to 
be this or that. No doubt he is not put there in the 
form of mind; but when it is a question of his bemg 
qua being, and the twofold bemg of bodily shape 
and act are pitted agamst one another, each claiming 
to be his true reahty, the deed alone is to be afifirmed as 
his genuine being — ^not his figure or shape, which 
would express what he “means” to convey by his 
acts, or what any one might “conjecture” he merely 
could do. In the same way, on the other hand, when 
his performance and his inner possibfiity, capacity, or 
intention are opposed, ^e former alone is to be regarded 
as his true reality, even if he deceives himself on the 
pomt and, after he has turned from his action into 
himself, means to be somethmg else in his “inner mind”\ 
than what he is in the act. Individuality, which commits ' 
itself to the objective element, when it passes over 
into a deed no doubt puts itself to the risk of being 
altered and perverted. But what settles the character 
of the act is just this — whether the deed is a real thing 
that holds together, or whether it is merely a pretended 
or “supposed” performance, which is in itself nuU and 
void and passes away. Objectification does not alter 
the act itseK; it merely shows what the deed is, i.e. 
whether it is or whether it is noth^ng. 

The breakmg up of this real being into intentions, 
and subtleties of that sort, by which the real man, i.e. 
his deed, is to be reduced agam to, and explained m 
terms of, a “conjectured” being, as even the mdividual 
himself may produce out of himself particular inten- 
tions concerning his reahty — ^all this must be left to 
idle “fancying” and “presuming” to furnish at its 
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leisure. If this idle thinking will set its ineffective wis- 
dom to work, and mil deny the agent the character 
of reason, and use him so badly as to want to declare 
his figure and his lineaments to be his real bemg instead 
of his act, then it may expect to get the retort above 
spoken of, a retort which shows that figure is not the 
inherent being, but is on the contrary an object suffi- 
ciently on the surface to be roughly handled. 

If we look now at the range of relations as a whole 
in which self-conscious individuality can be observed 
standmg towards its outer aspect, there will be one 
left which has still to come before observation as an 
object. In psychology it is the external reahty of thmgs 
which in the hfe of mmd is to have its counterpart 
conscious of itself and make the mind inteUigible. 
In physiognomy, on the other hand, mind or spirit is 
to be known in its own proper ocater (physical) aspect, 
a form of being which may be called the language or 
utterance of mind — ^the visible invisibihty of its inner 
nature. There is still left the further character of the 
aspect of reality — ^that individuality expresses its 
nature m its immediate actuality, an actuahty that is 
defimtely fixed and purely existent. 

This last relation [of mind to its reahty] is distin- 
guished from the physiognomic by the fact that this 
IS the speaking presence of the individual, who in his 
practical active outer expression brmgs to hght and 
manifests at the same time the expression wherein 
he reflects himself into himself and contemplates 
himself, an expression which is itself a movement, 
passive Imeaments which are themselves essentially 
a mediated form of existence. In the character still to 
be considered, however, the outer, element is finally 
an entirely mactive objectivity, which is not in itself 
a speakmg sign, but presents itself on its own account, 
separate from the self-conscious process, and has the 
form of a bare thing. 
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In the first place m regard to the relation of the inner 
to this its outer, it is clear that that relation seems 
bound to be understood in the sense of a causal con- 
nexion, since the relation of one immanent and inherent 
entity to another, qua a necessary relation, is causal 
connexion. 

Now, for spiritual individuality to have an effect 
on the body it must qua cause be itself corporeal. 
The corporeal element, however, wherem it acts as a 
cause, IS the organ, not the organ of action on external 
reality, but of the action of the self-conscious being 
within itself, operating outward only on its own body. 
It is at the same time not easy to see what these organs 
can be. If we merely think of organs in general, the 
general organ for work would at once occur to us, so, 
too, the organ of sex, and so on. But organs of that sort 
are to be considered ias intruments or parts, which 
min d, qua one extreme, possesses as a means for dealing 
with the other extreme, which is an outer object. 
In the present case, however, an organ is to be under- 
stood to be one wherein the self-conscious individual, 
as an extreme, mamtams himself on his own account 
and for himself against his oum proper actuahty which 
is opposed to him, the individual not bemg at the same 
time turned upon the outer world, but reflected in his 
own action, and where, further, his aspect of existence 
is not an existence objective for some other mdividual. 
In the case of physiognomy, too, the organ is no doubt 
considered as an existence reflected mto self and 
criticizing the action. But m this case the existence is 
objective m character, and the outcome of the physiog- 
nomical observation is that self-consciousness treats 
precisely this its reality as something mdifferent. This 
indifference disappears in the fact that this very state of 
being reflected into self is itself active upon the other: 
thereby that existence occupies and maintains a 
necessary relation to self-consciousness. But to operate 
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effectually on that existence it must itself have a being, 
though not properly speaking an objective being, and 
it must be set forth as being this organ. 

In ordinary hfe, anger, e.g. as an internal action 
of that sort, is located in the liver. Plato^ even as- 
signs the liver something still higher, something which 
to many is even the highest function of all, viz. 
prophesying, or the gift of uttering in an irrational 
manner thmgs sacred and eternal. But the process 
which the individual has in his liver, heart, and so on, 
cannot be regarded as one wholly internal to the 
individual, wholly reflected into his self; rather his 
process is there (viz. in the hver, etc.) as somethmg 
which has already become bodily and assumes a 
physical animal existence, reactmg on and towards 
external reahty. 

The nervous system, on tliip other hand, is the 
immediate stability of the organism in its process of 
movement. The nerves themselves, no doubt, are 
agam organs of that consciousness which from the first 
IS immersed in its outward impulses. Brain and spinal 
cord, however, may be looked at as the immediate 
presence of self-consciousness, a presence self-con- 
tained, not an object and also not transient. In so far 
as the moment of being, which this organ has, is a being 
for another, is an objective existence, it is a being that 
IS dead, and is no longer the presence of self-conscious- 
ness. This self-contained existence, however, is by its 
very nature a fluent stream, wherein the circles that are 
made in it immediately break up and dissolve, and 
where no distinction is expressed as permanent or 
real. Meanwhile, as mmd itself is not an abstractly 
simple entity, but a system of processes, wherein it 
distmguishes itself into moments, but m the very act 
of distmguishing remains free and detached; and as 
mind articulates its body as a whole mto a variety of 

^ T'lmcms^ 71 , 72 
z 
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functions, and designates one particular part of the 
body for only one function: — so too one can represent 
to oneself the fluent state of its internal existence [its 
existence within itself] as something that is articulated 
into parts. Moreover, it seems bound to be thought of 
m this way, because the self-reflected bemg of mind 
in the brain itself is again merely a middle term between 
its pure essential nature and its bodily articulation, an 
intermediate link, which consequently must partake 
of the nature of both, and thus m respect of the latter 
must also agam have in it actual articulation. 

The psycho-orgamc being has at the same time the 
necessary aspect of a stable subsistent existence. The 
former must retire, qua extreme of self-existence, and 
have this latter as the other extreme over agamst it, 
an extreme which is then the object on which the 
former acts as a cau^. If now brain and spinal cord 
are that bodily self-existence of mmd, the skull and 
vertebral column form the other extreme separated 
off, viz. the solid flxed stable thmg. 

When, however, any one thinks of the proper place 
where mind exists, it is not the back that occurs to 
him, but merely the head. Smce this is so, we can, in 
examming a form of knowledge hke what we are at 
present dealing with, content ourselves with this reason 
— ^not a very bad one in the present case — ^in order to 
confine the existence of mind to the skuU. Should it 
strike any one to take the vertebral column for the seat 
of mind, in so far as by it too knowledge and action 
doubtless are sometimes partly induced and partly 
educed, this would prove nothing in defence of the view 
that the spinal cord must be taken as well for the 
mdweUing seat of mind, and the vertebral column for 
the existential counterpart, because this proves too 
much. For we may bear m mind that there are also 
other approved external ways for gettmg at the activity 
of mind in order to stimulate or inhibit its activity. 
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The vertebral column, then, if we hke, drops rightly 
out of accoimt; and it is as well made out as many 
another doctrine of the philosophy of nature that the 
skull alone does not indeed contain the “organs” of 
mind (but its existent embodiment). For this was pre- 
viously excluded from the conception of this relation, 
and on that account the skull was taken for the aspect 
of existence; or, if we may not be allowed to recall the 
conception involved, then experience unquestionably 
teaches that, as we see with the eye organ, so it is 
not with the skull that we commit murder, steal, 
write poetry, etc. 

We must on that account refrain from using the 
expression “organ” also when speakmg of that signifi- 
cance of the skull which we have still to mention. For 
although it is a common thing to hear people say, that 
to reasonable men it is not words but facts that really 
matter, yet that does not give us permission to describe 
a thmg m terms not appropriate to it. For this is at 
once stupidity and deceit, pretending merely not to 
have the right “word”, and hidmg from itself that m 
reahty it has not got hold of the fact itself, the notion. 
If the latter were there, it would soon find the right word. 

What has been here determmed is, in the first 
instance, merely that just as the bram is the caput 
vivum, the skull is the caput mortuum. 

It IS m this ens mortuum, then, that the mental 
processes and specific functions of the brain would 
have to find their external reahty manifested, a reality 
which IS none the less m the mdividual himself. For 
the relation of those processes and functions to what, 
being an ens mortuum, does not contam mind indwelhng 
within it, there is offered, in the first instance, the exter- 
nal and meehamcal relation defined above, so that the 
organs proper — ^and these are m the bram — ^here press 
the skuU out round, there make it broad, or force it 
flat, or in whatever way we care to state the effect thus 



366 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


exerted. Being itself a part of the organism, it must 
be supposed to have in it too, as is the case m every 
bone, an active, living, formative mfluence, so that, 
from this point of view, it really, from its side, presses 
the bram, and fixes its external boundary — ^which it is 
the better able to do bemg the harder. In that case, 
however, the relation of the activity of the one to the 
other would always maintam the same character; for 
whether the skull is the determmmg factor or the 
factor determined, this would effect no alteration in 
the general causal connexion, only that the skull 
would then be made the immediate organ of self- 
consciousness, because in it qua cause the aspect of 
existence-for-self would find expression. But, smce 
self-existence m the sense of orgamc livmg activity 
belongs to both in the same manner, the causal con- 
nexion between them in point of fact drops altogether. 

This development of the two, however, would be 
mwardly connected, and would be an orgamc pre- 
established harmony, which leaves the two mterrelated 
aspects free as regards one another, each with its own 
proper form and shape, without this shape needmg 
to correspond to that of the other, and still more so 
as regards the relation of the shape and the quahty — 
]ust as the form of the grape and the taste of wine are 
mutually independent of one another. 

Since, however, the character of self-existence apper- 
tains to the aspect of bram, while that of existence to 
the feature of skull, there is also a causal connexion to 
be set up between them mside the organic umty — 
a necessary relation between them as external for one 
another, i.e. a relation itself external, whereby their form 
and shape are determmed the one through the other. 

As regards the condition, however, in which the organ 
of self-consciousness would operate causally on the 
opposite aspect, aU sorts of statements can be made. 
For the question concerns the constitution of a cause 
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which IS considered in regard to its indifferent existence, 
its shape and q^uantity, a cause whose inner nature and 
self-existence are to be precisely what leave quite 
unaffected the immediately existmg aspect. The organic 
self-formation of the skuU is, to begin with, indifferent 
to the mechanical mfluence exerted, and the relation- 
ship m which these two processes stand, smce the former 
consists m relating itself to itself, is just this very m- 
determmateness and boundlessness. Furthermoie, even 
though the bram accepted the distinctions of mind, 
and took them mto itself as existential distmctions, 
and were a plurahty of inner organs occupying each a 
different space, it would be left undecided whether a 
mental element would, according as it was origmaUy 
stronger or weaker, either be bound to possess in the 
first case a more expanded bram-organ, or m the latter 
case a more contracted bram-organ, or just the other 
way about. But it is contradictory to nature for the 
bram to be such a plurahty of internal organs; for 
nature gives the moments of the notion an existence 
of their own, and hence puts the fliuent simphcity of 
orgamc life clear on one side, and its articulation and 
division with its distmctions on the other, so that, in 
the way they have to be taken here, they assume the 
form of particular anatomical facts. 

The same holds good m regard to the question 
whether the improvement of the brain would enlarge 
or dimmish the organ, whether it would make it coarser 
and thicker or finer By the fact that it remams un- 
determmed how the cause is constituted, it is left m 
the same way undecided how the effect exerted on the 
skull comes about, whether it is a widening or a narrow- 
ing and shrinking of it. Suppose this effect is named m 
perhaps more distmguished phrase a “sohcitation”, 
we cannot say whether this takes place by swelhng 
hke the action of a cantharides-plaster, or by shrivelhng 
like the action of vinegar. 



368 PHENOMENOLOGY OP MIND 

In defence of all views of that kind plausible reasons 
can be adduced; for the organic relation, which quite 
as much exerts its mfluence, finds one fit as well as 
another, and is indifferent to all this wit of mere under- 
standing 

It IS, however, not the interest of observation to 
seek to determine this relation. For it is in any case 
not the brain in the sense of a physical part which 
takes its stand on one side, but brain in the sense of the 
existential form of self-conscious individuahty. This 
mdmduahty, qva abiding character and self-movmg 
conscious activity, exists for itself and within itself. 
Opposed to this existence within itseh and on its own 
account stand its reality and its existence for another. 
Its own peculiar existence is the essential nature, and 
IS subject, having a being m the brain; this bemg is 
subsumed under it, atlfi gets its value merely through 
its indwellmg significance. The other aspect of self- 
conscious mdividuahty, however, that of its existence, 
is being qm mdependent and subject, or qua a thmg, 
VIZ. a bone: the real existence of man is his skull-bone. 
This IS the relationship and the sense which the two 
aspects of this relation have when the mind adopts 
the attitude of observation. 

Observation has now to deal with the more determi- 
nate relation of these aspects. The skull-bone doubtless 
in general has the significance of being the immediate 
reahty of mind. But the many-sidedness of mind gives 
its existence a corr^pondmg variety of meanings. 
What we have to find out is the specific meaning of the 
particular regions into which this existence is divided; 
and we have to see how the reference to mind is denoted 
in them. 

The skull-bone is not an organ of activity, nor even 
a process of utterance. We neither commit theft, 
murder, etc., with the skull-bone, nor does it m the 
least distort its face to suit the deed in such cases, so 
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that the skull should express the meaning in the 
language of gesture. Nor does this existential form 
possess the value even of a symbol. Look and gesture, 
tone, even a pillar or a post stuck up on a desert 
island, proclaim at once that they stand for something 
else than what they merely are at first sight. They 
forthwith profess to be symbols, smce they have m them 
a characteristic which pomts to somethmg else by 
the fact that it does not belong peculiarly to them. 
Doubtless, even m the case of a skull, there is many an 
idea that may occur to us, like those of Hamlet over 
Yonck’s skull; but the skull-bone by itself is such an 
mdifferent object, such an mnocent thing, that there is 
nothing else to be seen m it or to be thought about it 
directly as it is, except simply the fact of its bemg a 
skull. It no doubt remmds us of the bram and its specifi.c 
nature, and skulls with other formations, but it does 
not recall a conscious process, smce there is impressed 
on it neither a look or gesture, nor anythmg which 
would show traces of derivation from a conscious 
activity. For it is that sort of reahty which, in the case 
of mdividuahty, is mtended to exhibit an aspect of 
another kmd, one that would no longer be an existence 
reflecting itself into itself, but bare immediate existence. 

While, further, the skull does not itself feel, there 
seems still a possibility of providmg it with a more 
determinate sigmflcance m the fact that specific 
feelings might enable us, through their bemg m proxi- 
mity to it, to find out what the skull may mean to 
convey; and when a conscious mode of mind has its 
feelmg m a specific region of the skull, it may be thought 
perhaps that this spot of the skull may indicate by its 
shape what that mode is and what its peculiar nature. 
Just as, e.g., many people complam of feehng a painful 
tension somewhere m the head when thinking intensely, 
or even when thinking at aU, so it might bethatsteahng, 
committing murder, writing poetry, and so on, could 
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each be accompanied with its own proper feeling, 
which would over and above be bound to have its 
peculiar locabzation. This locality of the brain, which 
would in this manner be more disturbed and exercised, 
would also most likely develop further the contiguous 
locahty of the bone of the skull; or agam this latter 
locality would, from sympathy or conformity, not be 
inert, but would enlarge or dimmish or in some other 
way assume a correspondmg form. 

What, however, makes such a hypothesis improbable 
is this, feeling m general is somethmg indeterminate, 
and that feelmg m the head as the centre might well 
be the general feelmg that accompames all sufiermg; 
so that mixed up with the thief’s, murderer’s, poet’s 
tic klin g or pam m the head there would be other feelings 
too, and they would permit of being distingmshed from 
one another, or from those we may call merely bodily 
feelings, as httle as an illness can be determmed from 
the symptom of headache, if we restrict its meaning 
merely to the bodily element. 

In point of fact, from whatever side we look at the 
matter, ah necessary reciprocal relation between them 
comes to nothmg, as well as any mtimation the one 
might give of the other m virtue of such a relation. 
If the relation is stdl to hold, what is left to form a 
sort of necessary relation is a pre-established harmony 
of the corresponding features of the two sides, a har- 
mony which leaves the factors m question quite 
detached and rests on no inherent principle, for one 
of the aspects has to be a non-mental reality, a bare 
thmg. 

Thus then, on one side we have a number of passive 
regions of the skuh, on the other a number of mental 
properties, the variety and character of which will 
depend on the condition of psychological investigation. 
The poorer the idea we have of mmd, the easier the 
matter becomes m this respect; for, in part, the fewer 
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become the mental properties, and, in part, the more 
detached, fixed, and ossified, and consequently more 
akin to features of the bone and more comparable with 
them. But, while much is doubtless made easier by 
this miserable representation of the mmd, there still 
remains a very great deal to be found on both sides: 
there remains for observation to deal with the entire 
contingency of their relation. When every faculty of 
the soul, every passion and (for this, too, must be con- 
sidered here) the various shades of characters, which 
the more refined psychology and “knowledge of man- 
kmd” are accustomed to talk about, are each and all 
assigned their place on the skull, and their contour on 
the skull-bone, the arbitrarmess and artificiality of 
this procedure are just as glarmg as if the children of 
Israel, who had been likened to, “the sand by the sea- 
shore for multitude”, had each assigned and taken to 
himself his own symbohc gram of sand • 

The skull of a murderer has — ^not this organ or sign 
— ^but this “bump”. But this murderer has m addition 
a lot of other properties, and other bumps too, and 
along with the bumps hollows as well. Bumps and 
hollows, there is room for selection' And agam his 
murderous propensity can be referred to any bump or 
hollow, and this m turn to any mental quahty; for the 
murderer is neither this abstraction of a murderer, 
nor does he have merely one protuberance and one 
depression. The observations offered on this pomt must 
therefore sound just about as sensible as those of the 
dealer about the ram at the annual fair, and of the 
housewife at her washing time Dealer and housewife 
might as well make the observation that it always 
rains when neighbour so-and-so passes by, or when 
they have roast pork. Brom the pomt of view of obser- 
vation a given characteristic of mind is just as in- 
different to a given formation of the skull as ram is 

^ V above, p 349 
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indifferent to circumstances like these. For of the two 
objects thus under observation, the one is a barren 
isolated entity {Fursichsein), an ossified property of 
mmd, the other is an equally barren potentiahty 
{Ansichsein). Such an ossified entity, as they both 
are, is completely mdifferent to everything else. It is 
just as much a matter of mdifference to a high bump 
whether a murderer is in close proximity, as to the 
murderer whether flatness is near him. 

There is, of course, no getting over the possihhty 
that stiU remams, that a bump at a certain place is 
connected with a certam property, passion, etc. We 
can thmk of the murderer with a high bump here at 
this place on the skull, the thief with one there. From 
this point of view phrenology is capable of much greater 
extension than it has yet had. For m the first instance 
it seems to be restricted merely to the connexion of 
a bump with a property in one and the same individual, 
in the sense that this mdividual possesses both. But, 
phrenology per naturam — ^for there must be such aV 
subject as well as a physiognomy per naturam — ^goes^, 
a long way beyond this restriction. It does not merely 
affirm that a cuniung fellow has a bump like a fist 
lying behmd the ear, but also puts forward the view 
that, not the unfaithful wife herself, but the other 
party to this conjugal transaction, has a bump on the 
brow. 

In the same way, too, one may imagine the man living 
under the same roof with the murderer, or even his 
neighbour, or, going stiU further afield, imagine his 
feUow-citizens, etc., with high bumps on some part of 
the skull, just as well as one may picture to oneself the 
flymg cow, that was first caressed by the crab riding 
on a donkey, and afterwards, etc., etc. But if possi- 
bility is taken* not in the sense of a possibihty of 
“imagimng” but m the sense of %nner possibility or 
possibihty of conceiving, then the object is a reality 
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of the kind which is a mere thmg and is, and should 
be, deprived of a significance of this sort, and can thus 
only have it for imagmative or figurative thinking. 

The observer may, m spite of the mdifference of 
the two sides to one another, set to work to determme 
correlations, supported partly by the general rational 
principle that the outer is the expression of the inner, 
and partly by the analogy of the skulls of animals — 
which may doubtless have a simpler character than 
men, but of which at the same time it becomes just so 
much the more difficult to say what character they do 
have, in that it cannot be so easy for any man’s imagin- 
ation to think himself really mto the nature of an 
animal. Should the observer do so, he wiU find, m 
givmg out for certain the laws he mamtams he has 
discovered, a first-rate means of assistance in a dis- 
tinction which we too must necessarily take note of 
at this point. 

The bemg of mind cannot be taken at any rate to be 
' lomething completely rigid and immovable. Man is 
mee. It will be adimtted that the mmd’s original 
primordial being consists merely in d%spos%ho7is, which 
mind has to a large extent under its control, or which 
require favourable circumstances to draw them out; 
i.e. an origmal “bemg” of mind must be equally well 
spoken of as what does not exist as a “being” at aU. 
Were observations to conflict with what strikes any 
one as a warrantable law, should it happen to be fine 
weather at the annual fair or on the housewife’s 
washing day — ^then dealer and housewife might say 
that it, properly speakmg, should rain, and the con- 
ditions are really all that way. So too m the case of 
observing the skuU, it might be said when those con- 
tradictory observations occur, that the given mdividual 
ought properly to be what accordmg to the law his 
skull proclaims him to be, and that he has an original 
disposition which, however, has not been developed: 



364 


PHENOMENOLOGY OE MIND 


tliis quality is not really present, but it should be there. 
The “law” and the “ought-to-be” rest on observation 
of actual showers of ram, and observation of the actual 
sense and meaning m the case of the given character 
of the skull, but if the reality is not present, the empty 
possibility is supposed to do just as weU. 

This mere possibihty, i.e. the non-actuality of the 
law proposed, and hence the observations conflictmg 
with the law, are bound to come out just for the reason 
that the freedom of the individual and the developing 
circumstances are indifierent towards what merely is, 
both m the sense of the original inner as well as 
the external ossiform structure, and also because 
the individual can be somethmg else than he is in his 
origmal mternal nature, and stdl more than what he is 
as a skuU-bone.’ 

We get, then, the l^ssibdity that a given bump or 
hollow on the skull may denote both somethmg actual 
as well as a mere disposition, one mdeed so httle 
determmed m any given direction as to denote some-^ 
thmg that is not actual at all. We see here, as always/] ’ 
the same result of a bad excuse, viz. that it is itsfi^jS, 
ready to be used against what it is intended to-supjK^t. 
We see the thmkmg that merely “conjectures” brought 
by the very force of facts to say m umnteihgent fashion 
the very opposite of what it holds to — ^to say that there 
is something indicated by such and such a bone, but 
also just as truly not mdicated at aU. 

What hovers before this way of “conjecturing” 
when it makes this excuse is the true thought — ^a 
thought, however, which abolishes that way of “con- 
jecturmg”, — ^that bemg as such is not at aU the truth 
of spuit. As the disposition is an original primordial 
being, havmg no share m the activity of mmd, just 
such a being is the skull-bone on its side. What merely 
IS, without participating in spiritual activity, is a 
thing for consciousness, and so httle is it the essence of 
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mind that it is rather the very opposite of it, and 
consciousness is only actual for itself by the negation 
and abobtion of such a bemg. 

From this pomt of view it must be regarded as a 
thorough demal of reason to give out a skull-bone as 
the actual existence of conscious life, and that is what 
it is given out to be when it is regarded as the outer 
expression of spirit; for the external expression is ]ust 
the existent reality. It is no use to say we merely 
draw an inference from the outer as to the mner, which 
IS somet hin g different, or to say that the outer is not 
the mner itself but merely its expression. For m the 
relation of the two to one another the character of the 
reahty which thinks itself and is thought of by itself 
falls just on the side of the mner, while the outer has the 
character of existent reahty. 

When, therefore, a man is tc]d, “You (your inner 
bemg) are so and so, because your skull-bone is so 
constituted,” this means nothmg else than that we 
°gard a bone as the man’s reahty. To retort upon such 
a ^statement with a box on the ear — m the way men- 
tioned above when deahng with physiognomy — ^re- 
moves primarily the “soft” parts of his head from their 
apparent dignity and position, and proves merely that 
these are no true inherent nature, are not the reahty of 
mmd; the retort here would, properly speaking, have 
to go the length of breaking the skull of the person who 
makes a statement like that, m order to demonstrate 
to him in a manner as palpable as his own wisdom that 
a bone is nothmg of an inherent nature at all for a man, 
still less his true reahty. 

The untutored instmct of self-conscious reason will 
reject without examination phrenology — ^this other 
observmg instinct of self-conscious reason, which 
havmg succeeded in making a guess at knowledge 
has grasped knowledge in the soulless form that the 
outer is an expression of the mner. But the worse the 
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thought, the less sometimes does it strike us where its 
badness definitely lies, and the more difficult it is to 
explam it. For a thought is said to be the worse, the 
barer and emptier the abstraction, which thought 
takes to be the essential truth. But m the antithesis 
here in question the component parts are mdividu- 
ahty conscious of itself, and the abstraction of a 
bare thing, to which externality has been reduced 
— ^the inner being of mmd taken in the sense of a 
fixed soulless existence and in opposition to just such 
a bemg. 

With the attamment of this, however, rational 
observation seems m fact to have also reached its 
culmmating pomt, at which it must take leave of itself 
and turn right about; for it is only when anythmg is 
entirely bad that there is an inherent and immediate 
necessity m it to whe(3, round completely into its oppo- 
site. Just so it may be said of the Jews that it is precisely 
because they stand directly before the door of salvation, 
that they are and have been the most reprobate and 
abandoned.' — what the nation should be m and for 
itself, this, the true inner nature of its self, it is not 
conscious of bemg, but puts away beyond itself. By 
this renunciation it creates for itself the possthihty of 
a higher level of existence, if once it could get the object 
thus renounced back agam to itself, than if it had never 
left its natural immediate state of existence' — ^because 
spirit is aU the greater the greater the opposition out 
of which it returns mto itself; and such an opposition 
spirit brings about for itself, by domg away with its 
immediate unity, and laymg aside its self-existence, a 
separate life of its own. But if such a consciousness does 
not mediate and reflect itself, the middle position or 
term where it has a determmate existence is the fatal 
unholy void, since what should give it substance and 
fillmg has been turned mto a rigidly fixed extreme. 
It is thus that this last stage of reason’s function of 
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observation is its very worst, and for that reason its 
complete reversal becomes necessary. 


For the survey of the series of relations dealt with 
up to this point, which constitute the content and 
object of observation, shows that even m its first form, 
in observation of the relations of morganic nature, 
sensuous bemg vanished from its ken. The moments 
of its relation (i.e. that of inorganic nature) present 
themselves as pure abstractions and as simple notions, 
which should be kept connected with the existence of 
thmgs, but this gets lost, so that the abstract moment 
proves to be a pure movement and a universal. This 
free, self-complete process retams the significance of 
something objective, but now appears as a unit. In 
the process of the morganic the unit is the inner with 
no existence. When the process does have existence qua 
unit, as one and smgle, it is an organism. 

The unit qua self-existent or negative entity stands 
^m antithesis to the universal, throws off its control, 
and remains independent by itself, so that the notion, 
being only reahzed m the condition of absolute disso- 
ciation, fails to find m organic existence its genuine 
expression, in the sense that it is not there, in the form 
of a universal, it remains an “outer”, or, what is the 
same thing, an “mner” of organic nature. 

The organic process is merely free imphcitly [an 
sich), it IS not so explicitly, “for itself” {fur s^c'h). 
The explicit phase of its freedom appears in the idea 
of purpose, has existence as another mner nature as a 
self-directing wisdom that lies outside that mere 
process. Reason’s function of observation thus turns 
its attention to this wisdom, to mind, to the notion 
actually existmg as universality, or to the purpose 
existing in the form of purpose; and what constitutes 
its own essential nature is now the object before it. 
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Eeason here m the actinty of observation is directed 
first to the pure abstract form of its essential nature. 
But smce reason, in its apprehension of the object 
thus working and movmg amidst its own distmctions 
takes this object as somethmg that exists, observatioii 
becomes aware of laws of thought, relations of one 
constant factor to another constant factor. The content 
of these laws being, however, merely moments, they 
run together into the single one of self-consciousness. 

This new object, taken ui the same way as existent, 
IS the contingent individual seh-consciousness. The 
process of observation, therefore, keeps within the 
“conjectured” meaning of mind, and wdthin the 
contingent relation of conscious to unconscious reality 
Mind alone in itself is the necessity of this relation. 
Observation, therefore, attacks it at closer quarters, 
and compares its realization through will and action 
with its reality when it contemplates and is reflected mto 
itself, a reality which is itself objective. This external 
aspect, although an utterance of the individual whicl(. 
he himself contains, is at the same time, qua symbol,\ 
somethmg indifferent to the content which it is intended/ 
to denote, just as what finds for itself the symbol i^ 
indifferent to this symbol. 

For this reason, observation finally passes from this 
variable form of utterance back to the permanent 
fixed being, and in principle declares that externality 
IS the outer immediate reality of mmd, not m the sense 
of an organ, and not hke a language or a symbol, but 
m the sense of a lifeless thmg. What the very first form 
of observation of morganic nature did away with and 
superseded, viz. the idea that the notion should appear 
m the shape of a thmg, this last form of observation 
reinstates so as to turn the reality of mmd itself mto 
a thing, or expressing it the other way about, so as to 
give lifeless being the significance of mmd. 

Observation has thus reached the point of explicitly 
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expressing what our notion of observation was at the 
outset, viz. that rational certainty means objectivity 
of reason, that the certainty of reason seeks itself as an 
objective reality. 

One does not, indeed, suppose that mind, which is 
represented by a skull, is defined as a thmg. There is 
not meant to be any materialism, as it is called, in 
this idea ; mind rather must be something very different 
from these bones of the skull. But that mind ^s, means 
nothing else than that it is a thing. When bemg as such, 
or thingness, is predicated of the mind, the true and 
genume expression for this is, therefore, that mmd is 
such an entity as a bone is. Hence it must be considered 
as supremely important that the true expression has 
been found for the bare statement regarding mind — 
that it IS. When the statement is ever made about 
mind, that it is, has a being, is ' a thing, an individual 
reality, we do not mean it is somethmg we can see, or 
knock about, or take in our hands, and so on, but that 
is what we say, and what the statement really amounts 
, to is consequently conveyed in the expression that the 
existence of mind is a bone. 

This result has now a twofold significance: one is 
its true meaning, m so far as the result is a completion 
of the outcome of the preceding movement of self- 
consciousness. The unhappy self-consciousness re- 
nounced its independence, and wrested its distinctive 
self-existence out into the shape of a thmg. By doing 
so, it left the level of seK-consciousness and reverted 
to the condition of mere consciousness, i.e. to that 
phase of conscious life for which the object is an 
existent, a thing. But what is “thing” in this ease is 
self-consciousness; “thing” here is the umty of ego and 
being — ^the Category. When the object before conscious- 
ness is determined thus, consciousness possesses reason. 
Consciousness, as well as self-consciousness, is in itself 
properly reason in an implicit form; but only that 
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consciousness can be said to Tmve reason whose object 
has the character of being the category. From this, 
however, we must still distmguish the knowledge of 
what reason is. 

The category, which is the immediate umty of bemg 
and self {8eyn und Seinen), must traverse both forms, 
ahd the conscious attitude of observation is just where 
the category is set forth in the form of bemg. In its 
result, consciousness expresses that, whose unconscious 
implicit certamty it is, in the shape of a proposition — 
the proposition which hes m the very notion of reason. 
This proposition is the mfinite judgment that the self 
is a thing — a judgment that cancels and transcends 
itself. 

Through this result, then, the category gets the 
added characteristic of bemg this self-canceUing opposi- 
tion. The “pure” category, which is present to con- 
sciousness in the form of being or immediacy, is stdl 
an unmediated, a merely given object, and the attitude 
of consciousness is also direct, has no mediation m it. 
That mfinite judgment is the moment which is the 
transition of immediacy into mediation or negativity. 
The given present object is therefore characterized 
as a negative object while consciousness in its relation 
towards it assumes the form of 5eZ/-consciousness; 
or the category, which traversed the form of being in 
the process of observation, is now set up in the form of 
self-existence. Consciousness no longer seeks to find 
itself immediately, but to produce itself by its own 
activity. Consciousness itself is the purpose and end of 
its own action, as in the process of observation it had 
to do merely with thmgs. 

The other meaning of the result is the one already 
considered, that of unsystematic (begnfflos) observation. 
This has no other way of understandmg and expressing 
itself than by declaring the reality of self-consciousness 
to consist in the skull-bone, just as it appears in the 



PHRENOLOGY 


371 


form of a thing of sense, still retaining its character as 
an object for consciousness. In stating this, however, 
it has no clear consciousness as to what the statement 
mvolves, and does not grasp the determmate character 
of the subject and predicate in the proposition and of 
their relation to one another, stiU less does it grasp the 
proposition m the sense of a self-resolving infinite 
judgment and a notion. Rather, in virtue of a deeper- 
lying self-consciousness of mind, which has the appear- 
ance here of bemg an innate decency and honesty of 
nature, it conceals from itself the ignommiousness of 
such an irrational crude thought a that of taking a 
bone for the reality of self-consciousness ; and the very 
senselessness of introducing all sorts of relations of 
cause and effect, “symbol”, “organ”, etc., which are 
perfectly meaningless here, and of hidmg away the 
glaring foUy of the propositioh behind distinctions 
derived from them — ^aU this puts a gloss on that thought 
and whitewashes its naked absurdity. 

Brain-fibres and the like, looked at as forms of the 
being of mmd, are already an imagined, a merely 
hypothetical actuahty of mind — ^not its presented 
reality, not its felt, seen, in short not its true reality. 
If they are present to us, if they are seen, they are 
lifeless objects, and then no longer pass for the being 
of mind. But its objectivity proper must take an 
immediate, a sensuous form, so that in this objectivity 
qua lifeless — ^for the bone is lifeless so far as the lifeless 
is found in the livmg being itself — mmd is established 
as actual. 

The principle involved in this idea is that reason 
claims to be all thmghood, even thmghood of a purely 
objective kind. It is this, however, %n conceptu : or, only 
this notion is the truth of reason; and the purer the 
notion itself is, the more siUy an idea does it become, 
if its content does not take the shape of a notion 
(Begriff), but of a mere presentation or idea {Vorsfel- 
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lung ) — the self-superseding judgment is not taken 
with the consciousness of this its infinity, but is taken 
as a stable and permanent proposition, the subject 
and predicate of which hold good each on its own 
account, self fixed as self, thing as thing, while one 
has to be the other aU the same. 

Eeason, essentially the notion, is immediately parted 
asunder into itself and its opposite, an opposition which 
just for that reason is immediately again superseded. 
But if it presents itself in this way as both itself and 
its opposite, and if it is held fast in the entirely isolated 
moment of this disintegration, reason is apprehended 
in an irrational form; and the purer the moments of 
this opposition are, the more glaring is the appearance 
of this content, which is either alone for consciousness, 
or alone expressed ingenuously by consciousness. 

The “depth” which inind brings out from within, but 
carries no further than to make it a presentation 
{Vorstellung), and let it remain at this level — and the 
“ignorance” on the part of this consciousness as to 
what it really says, are the same kind of connexion) 
of higher and lower which, iu the case of the living 
being, nature naively expresses when it combmes the 
organ of its highest fulfilment, the organ of generation, 
with the organ of urination. The infinite judgment 
qua infinite would be the fulfilment of hfe that compre- 
hends itself, while the consciousness of the infinite 
judgment that remains at the level of presentation 
corresponds to urination. 
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THE REALIZATION OF RATIONAL SELF CONSCIOUSNESS 
THROUGH ITS OWN ACTIVITY 


In this section we have the second form in which rational experience 
IS realized In “observation” mind is directly aware of itself as m con- 
scious unity with its object it makes no effort of its own to reahze this 
unity it finds the umty by lookmg on, so to say» But it may have the 
same experience by creatmg through its own efiort an object constituted 
and determmed solely by its self Here it does not find the unity of itself 
and its object, it makes the object at one with itself by mouldmg the 
character and content of the object after its own nature As contrasted 
with observation, which may be called the operation of “theoretical” 
reason, this new way of havmg a rational experience may be called the 
operation of “practical” reason In the first we have reason m the form 
of knowledge and science, m the second, reason m the sense of rational 
action and practice 

It IS this second way of estabhshing the experience of reason which is 
analysed in the followmg sections The immediately succeeding section 
describes the experience in its general features We have here the sphere 
of conscious purpose and the foundation of moral and social hfe. 



THE BEALIZATION OF RATIONAL SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS 
THROUGH ITS OWN ACTIVITY 

Self-consoiotjsness found the “thing” in the forna of 
itself, and itself in the form of a thing; that is to say, 
seK-consciousness is explicitly aware of bemg in itself 
the objective reality. It is no longer the immediate 
certainty of being all reahty; it is rather a kind of 
certainty for which the immediate in general assumes 
the form of something sublated, so that the ob3ecti'vity 
of the immediate is regarded now merely as something 
superficial whose inner core and essence is seK-conscious 
consciousness. 

The object, therefore, to which self-consciousness is 
positively related, is a self-consciousness. The object 
has the form and character of thinghood, i.e. is inde- 
pendent: but self-cdhsciousness has the conviction 
that this independent object is not alien to itself; it 
knows herewith that itself is mherently {an sicTi^ 
recognized by the object. Self-consciousness is mind> 
which has the assurance of having, m the duph’cation) 
of its self-consciousness and in the mdependence c both, 
its unity with its own self. This certamty has to be 
brought out now before the mind in all its truth ; what 
self-consciousness holds as a fact, viz. that implicitly 
%n itself and in its inner certainty it is, has to enter 
into its consciousness and become explicit /or it. 

What the general stages of this actualization will 
be can be mdicated in a general way by reference to 
the road thus far traversed. Just as reason, when exer- 
cised in observation, repeated in the medium of the 
category the movement of “consciousness” as such, 
namely, sense-certamty,^ perception,^ and understand- 
ing,® the course of reason here, too, wiU agam traverse 

^ Viz in descriptive observation of nature as such 
^ Viz in observation of living nature, the ‘‘organic” 

® Viz in observation of nature as the external reality of mind, laws 
of thought, psychology, physiognomy, phrenology 
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the double movement of “self-consciousness”, and 
from independence pass over mto its freedom. To 
begm with, this active reason js aware of itself merely 
as “an individual”, and must, being such, demand and 
bring forth its reahty in an “other”. Thereafter, how- 
ever, its consciousness being hfted into universality, it 
becomes universal reason, and is consciously aware of 
itself as reason, as something already recognized m and 
for itself, which wdthm its pure consciousness unites 
aU self-consciousness. It is the simple ultimate spiritual 
reahty ( Wesen), which, by coming at the same tune to 
consciousness, is the real substance, into which pre- 
ceding forms return and in which they find their ground, 
so that they are, as contrasted wnth reference to the 
latter, merely particular moments of the process of 
its coming into being, moments which indeed break 
loose and appear as forms on tSneir own account, but 
have in fact only existence and actuality when borne 
and supported by it, and only retain their truth in so 
far as they are and remain in it. 

If we take this final result of the process as it is when 
really accomplished — ^this end, which is the notion that 
has already become manifest before us, viz. recognized 
self-consciousness, which has the certainty of itself in 
the other free self-consciousness, and finds its truth 
precisely there; m other words, if we bring this stiU. 
mward and unevolved mind to hght as the substance 
that has developed into its concrete existence — ^we 
shall find that in this notion there is opened up the realm 
of the Social Order, the Ethical World {SittUchkeit). 
Eor this latter is nothing else than the absolute spiritual 
unity of the essential substance (Wesen) of mdividuals 
in their independent reahty; it is an inherently onirersal 
'self-consciousness, which is aware of being so concrete 
ahdr f eal "in" an other consciousness, that this latter 
has "complete independence, is looked on as a “thing”, 
and the rmiversal self-consciousness is aware precisely 
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therein of its unity with that “thing”, and is only then 
self-consciousness, when thus in unity with this ob- 
jective being ( We^en). This ethical substance when 
taken in its abstract uni'versality is only the conception 
of law, thought-constituted law; but just as much it is 
immediately actual self-consciousness, it is Custom 
{8%Ue). The single individual conversely, is only a “this”, 
a given existent unit, m so far as he is aware of the 
universal consciousness as his own being in his own 
particular individuality, seeing that his action and exis- 
tence are the universal custom. 

In point of fact the notion of the realization of 
self-conscious reason — of directly apprehending com- 
plete unity with another in his independence : of having 
for my object an other in the fashion of a “thmg” 
found detached and apart from me, and the negative 
of myself, and of takiiig this as my own self -existence 
(Furmichseyn ) — finds its complete reality in fulfilment 
in the life of a nation. Reason appears here as the 
fluent universal substance, as unchangeable simple 
thinghood which yet breaks up into many entirely * 
independent beings, just as hght bursts asunder into 
stars as innumerable luminous pomts, each giving light 
on its own account, and whose absolute self-existence 
(Fursichseyn) is dissolved, not merely implicitly {an 
sich), but exphcitly for themselves (fur sick), within 
the simple mdependent substance. They are conscious 
within themselves of being these individual independent 
beings through the fact that they surrender and sacrifice 
their particular individuahty, and that this imiversal 
substance is their soul and essence — ^as this universal 
again is the action of themselves as individuals, and 
is the work and product of their own activity. 

The purely particular activity and business of the 
individual refer to needs which he has as a part of 
nature, i.e. as a mere existent particular. That even 
these, its commonest functions, do not come to nothing. 
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but have reality, is brought about by the universal 
sustaining medium, the might of the entire nation. 

It IS not merely, however, this form of subsistence 
for his activity in general that the individual gets in 
the universal substance, but hkewise also his content; 
what he does is what all are capable of doing, is the 
custom all follow. This content, in so far as it is com- 
pletely particularized, is, in its concrete reality, 
confined withm the limits of the activity of aU. The 
labour of the individual for his own wants is just as 
much a satisfaction of those of others as of himself, 
and the satisfaction of his own he attams only by the 
labour of others. 

As the individual in his own particular work 
facto accomphshes unconsciously a universal work, so 
again he also performs the universal task as his con- 
scious object. The whole becomes m its entirety his 
work, for which he sacrifices himself, and precisely 
by that means receives back his own self from it. 

There is nothing here which may not be reciprocal, 
nothing in regard to which the independence of the in- 
dividual may not, in dissipating its existence on its own 
account {Fursichseyn), in negating itself, give itself its 
positive significance of existing for itseK. This unity 
of existing for another, or making self a “thmg”, and 
of existence for self, this universal substance, utters its 
umversal language in the customs and laws of a^ nation. 
But this existent unchangeable nature {Wes&n) is 
nothing else than the expression of the particular 
individuahty which seems opposed to it: the laws give 
expression to that which each individual is and does; 
the individual knows them not merely to be what 
constitutes his universal objective nature as a “thmg”, 
but knows himself, too, in that form, or knows it to 
be particularized in his owoi individuahty and in each 


^ The first and succeeding editions read “semes” Volks Lasson 
proposes “ernes”. This seems correct m the context. 



S78 


PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 


of his fellow-citizens. In the universal mind, therefore, 
each has the certainty only of himself, the certainty 
of findmg in the actual reality nothmg hut himself; 
he is as certain of the others as of himself. I apprehend 
and see in all of them that they are in their own eyes 
{fur sick selbst) only these independent bemgs just as 
I am. I see m their case the free unity with others m 
such wise that just as this umty exists through me, so 
it exists through the others too — I see them as myself, 
myself as them. 

In a free nation, therefore, reason is in truth realized. 
It IS a present livmg spirit, where the individual not 
only finds his destiny {Beshmmung), i.e. his universal 
and particular nature (Wesen), expressed and given to 
him m the fashion of a thing, hut himself is this 
essential hemg, and has also attained his destiny. The 
wisest men of antiqu4(iy for that reason declared that 
wisdom and virtue consist in hving in accordance with 
the customs of one’s own nation. 

Trom this happy state, however, of having attained 
its destmy, and of living in it, the self-consciousness, 
which in the first instance is only immediately and in 
principle spirit, has broken away; or perhaps it has not 
yet attamed it: for both can be said with equal truth. 

Reason must pass out of and leave this happy con- 
dition. Ror^pnly imphcitly or immed iate l y: is t ^ hf^f 

Tn~btheir words, the latter is an existent social order, 
and in consequence this universal mmd is also an 
mdmduahzed mind. It is the totality of customs and 
laws of a particular people, a specifically determinate 
ethical substance, which casts off this hmitation only 
when it reaches the higher moment, namely, when it 
becomes conscious regarding its own nature; only 
with this knowledge does it get its absolute truth, and 
not as it IS immediately in. its bare existence. In this 
latter form it is, on the one hand, a restricted ethical 
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substance, on the other, absolute limitation consists 
just m this that mmd is m the form of existence. 

Hence, further, the individual, as he immediately 
finds his existence in the actual objective social order, 
in the life of his nation, has a solid imperturbable 
confidence ; the universal mind has not for him resolved 
itself mto its abstract moments, and thus, too, he does 
not think of himself as existing in smgleness and m- 
dependence. When however he has once arrived at 
this knowledge, as mdeed he must, this immediate 
unity with mind, this undifferentiated existence in 
the substance of mind, his naive confidence, is lost. 
Isolated by himself he is himself now the central 
essential reahty — ^no longer umversal mmd. The ele- 
ment of this smgleness of self-consciousness is no doubt 
in universal mind itself, but merely as a vanishmg 
quantity, which, as it appears with an existence of its 
own, IS straightway resolved withm the universal, and 
only becomes consciously felt in the form of that 
confidence. WTien the individual gets fixity m the form 
of smgleness (and every moment, being a moment of 
the essential reality, must manage to reveal itself as 
essential), the individual has thereby set himself over 
against the laws and customs. These latter are looked 
on as merely a thought without absolutely essential 
significance, an abstract theory without reality; while 
he qua this particular ego is in his own view the living 
truth. 

Or, agam [we can say, as above stated, that] self- 
consciousness has not yet attained this happy state of 
being ethical substance, the spirit of a people. For, 
after leaving the process of rational Observation, 
mind, at first, is not yet as such actually realized 
through itself; it is merely ah&rmed as inner nature 
and essence, or as abstraction. In other words, mmd is 
first immediate. As immediately existmg, however, 
it IS individualized. It is 'practical consciousness, which 
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steps into the world it finds lying ready-made with 
the intention of duphcating itself in the determinate 
form of an individual, of producing itself as this 
particular individual, and creating this its own exis- 
tential counterpart, and thus becommg conscious of 
this unity of its own actual reahty with the objective 
world. Self-consciousness possesses the certainty of 
this umty; it holds that the unity is implicitly {an 
8ich) already present, or that this umon and agree- 
ment between itself and “thinghood” (objective 
existence) is already an accomplished fact, and has 
only to become expressly so for it through its own 
agency; or that its making that umty is at the same 
time and as much its findmg the unity. Since this 
umty means happmess, the mdividual is thus sent 
forth into the world by his own spirit to seek his 
happiness. k 

If, then, we for our part find the truth of this rational 
self-consciousness to be ethical substance, that self- 
consciousness on its'Tpart finds here the beginning 
of its ethical experience of the world. From the point 
of view that it has not yet attained to its ethical 
substance, this movement presses onwards to that end, 
and what is cancelled in the process are the particular 
moments which self-consciousness takes as valid in 
isolation. They have the form of an immediate will- 
process, or impulse of nature, which attains its satisfac- 
tion, this satisfaction itself bemg the content of a new 
impulse. Looking at self-consciousness, however, as 
havmg lost the happmess of being in the substance, 
these natural impulses are bound up with a conscious- 
ness that their purpose is the true destiny and essential 
nature of self-consciousness. Ethical substance has 
sunk to the level of a floating selfless adjective, whose 
hving subjects are individuals, which have to fill up 
their universality through themselves, and to provide 
for their destiny out of the same source. 
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Taken in the former sense, then, those forms and 
modes are the process by which the ethical substance 
comes to be, and precede this substance: in the latter 
they succeed it, and disclose for self-consciousness 
what its destmed nature is In the former aspect the 
immediacy or raw brute impulses get lost in the 
process of finding out what their truth is, and their 
content passes over to a higher. In the latter aspect, 
however, the false idea of consciousness, which puts 
its characteristic nature m those impulses, passes to 
a higher idea. In the former case the goal which they 
attam is the immediate ethical substance; while, in 
the latter, the end is the consciousness of that sub- 
stance, such a consciousness as knows the substance 
to be its own essential being; and to that extent this 
process would be the developmer^t of morality {Morah- 
tat), a higher state or attitu de than the former {Sittlich- 
heit). But these modes at the same time constitute 
only one side of the development of moiahty, that, 
namely, which belongs to self-existence, or m which 
consciousness cancels %ts pmposes; they do not con- 
stitute the side where morahty arises out of the sub- 
stance itself. Since these moments cannot yet have the 
signification of bemg made into purposes in opposition 
to the lost social order {SittUchkeit), they hold here 
no doubt m their simple uncriticized content, and the 
end towards which they work is the ethical substance: 
but since with our time is more directly associated that 
form of these moments m which they appear after 
consciousness has lost its ethical custom-constituted 
(sitthches) life, and m the search for it repeats those 
forms, they may be represented more after this latter 
maimer of expression. 

Self-consciousness, which is as yet merely the notion 
of mind, takes this path with the specific characteristic 
of being to itself the essential reality qua individual 
mind, and its purpose, therefore, is to give itself 
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actualization as individual, to enjoy itself, qua 
individual, in so doing. 

In existing for itself it is aware oril^K as the essen- 
tially real. In this character it is the ^glii|jjv^f the 
other. There arises, therefore, within its consciousness 
an opposition between itseK qua positive and something 
which no doubt exists, but for it not in the sense of 
existing substantially. Consciousness appears sundered 
into this objective reality found lymg at its hand, and 
the purpose, which it carries out by the process .of 
cancelling that objectivity, and which it makes tne 
actual fact instead of the given object. Its primary 
purpose, however, is its immediate abstract exister^ce 
for itseh, m other words seeing itseh as this particular 
mdividual in another, or seeing another self-conscioins- 
ness as itself. The experience of what the truth of thijs 
purpose IS, places self-consciousness on a higher plan* ), 
and henceforth it is to itself purpose, in so far as it : is 
at once universal, and has the law immediately withi ‘n 
it. In carrymg out this law of its heart, however, i\fc 
learns that here the individual cannot preserve himself, \ 
but rather the good can only be performed througln 
the sacrifice of the mdividual: and so it passes mt<» 
Vtrtue. The experience which virtue goes through caufi 
be no other than that of findmg that its purpose isr 
already implicitly {an sich) carried out, that happiness! 
lies immediately m action itself, and action itself is I 
the good. The principle or notion of this entire sphere I 
of experience— viz. that “thinghood” is the independent ] 
self-existence of mmd— becomes in the course of this ^ 
experience an objective fact for self-consciousness. In 
that seK-eonsciousness has found this principle, it is 
aware of itself as reahty m the sense of directly self- 
expressing IndimdvMhty, which no longer finds any 
resistance in a reality opposed to it, and whose object 
and purpose are merely this fimction of self-expression. 
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' The succeeding three sections discuss the procedure of one-sided 
subjective individualism — ^the attempt to realize the individual and 
. yet not transcend the particular individuality The first thought 
of self-consciousness when it seeks to realize or objectify itself as 
a mere mdivi dual is^to make the objective element return directly 
to itself and brmg a sense of merease of its own mdividual being 
^or private Pleasuie Tins is all its interest in the practical reahza- 
,‘tionof its purposes But the realization of purposes is an expression 
of the life of reason, and reason means umversahty and systematic 
connexion of the content reahzed Hence to seek solely private satis - 
' faction or pleasure by a process which is inherently universal is a 
] contradiction m terms This contradiction the individual discoveis 
m the shape of a sharp and painful contrast between its private feeling 
of individuation on the one hand and a network of umversal connexion 
on the othei — the contrast between “pleeisure” and “necessity” Both 
fall within the mdividuahs experience as iii.'iaUonal agent, and hence 
this necessity is his own necessity as much as the pleasure is his own 
pleasure In the opposition between these factors there is no question as 
to which must triumph, and which must surrendei 

This IS the type of experience analysed m the followmg section It is 
an experience that constantly recurs in the life -history of most if not all 
human bemgs at one stage or another m their development The analysis 
contained m this section is mdirectly a searching criticism of Hedonism 
m all its forms. 
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Self-consciousness, which is aware of being the reality, 
has its object within itself, but an object which, at 
first, IS merely its own {fur s%ch), and is not yet m 
actual existence. Existence stands opposed to it as a 
reahty other than its own; and the aun of self-conscious- 
ness consists in carrymg out what it is “for itself” so 
as to see itseK as another independent being. This first 
purpose IS to become conscious, in that other self- 
consciousness, of itself as an individual, to turn this 
other into its own self. It has the assurance that this 
other already is essentially itself. 

In so far as it has risen from out of the substance of 
ethical life and the quiescent state of thought, and 
attained its conscious independence, it has left behind 
the law of custom and of substantial existence, the 
kmds of knowledge acquired through observation, and 
the sphere of theory; these he behind it as a gray 
shadow that is just vamshing. Eor this latter is rather 
a knowledge of something, the mdependent existence 
{Fursichseyn) and actuahty of which are other than 
those of self-consciousness. It is not the seemingly 
dmne spirit of umversality m knowledge and action, 
wherein (all mdividual) feehng and enjoyment are 
stilled, that has passed into and fi^lls this new level of 
self-consciousness; but the spirit of the earth, a spirit 
which holds that being alone as true reahty which is 
the reahty of individual consciousness. 

It repudiates sense and science 
The highest gifts possessed by men — 

It has gone over to the devil, 

And must be o’erthrown ^ 

It plunges thus mto hfe, and carries to its completion 
the pure mdividuahty in which it appears. It does not 
so much make its own happiness as take it directly and 

^ (adapted) 
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enjoy it. The grey shades of science, laws and principles, 
w!^ch alone stand between it and its own reality, 
vanish like a hfeless mist that cannot contend against 
the hying certainty of its reahty. It takes to itself 
hfe much as a ripe fruit is plucked, which comes to 
meet the hand that takes it.^ 

Its action IS only in one respect an act of Desire; it 
does not aim at abolishing the objective fact in its 
entirety, but only the form of its otherness or objec- 
tivity, which is an unreal appearance; for it holds this 
to be inherently and implicitly the same reahty as its 
own self. The sphere in which desire and its object 
subsist independently and indifferent towards each 
other IS that of hving existence, the enjoyment of 
desire cancels this existence, so far as it belongs to the 
object of desire But here this element, which gives to 
both separate and distinct actuality, is rather the cate- 
gory, a form of being which has essentially the character 
of a presented bemg It (i.e the element) is therefore 
the consciousness of independence — ^it may be natural 
consciousness, or the consciousness developed into a 
system of laws — ^which preserves the individuals each 
for himself. This separation does not pet se hold for 
seh-consciousness, which knows the other as its own 
proper seK-hood. It attams therefore to the enjoyment 
of Pleasute, to the consciousness of its actualization 
in a consciousness which appears as mdependent, or 
to the intmtion of the unity of both independent 
self-consciousnesses It succeeds m its purpose, but 
only to learn there what the truth of that purpose is. 
It conceives itself as this individual self-existent 
{Pursichseinde) being; but the actualization of this 
purpose is just the cancelling of the purpose. .J’or it 
comes consciously to be, not object m the sense of a 
given particular mdividual, but rather as unity of its 
self and the other self-consciousness, consequently 
^ Cp, Spenser’s J’aene Qweene, Bk 2* Canto 12, 64 

BB 
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as cancelled and transcended mdividual, i e. as uni- 
versal. 

The pleasure enjoyed has, indeed, the positive 
significance that the self has become aware of itself as 
objective self-consciousness, but the negative import 
IS there as well — ^that of having cancelled itself. And 
since it took its reahzation m the former sense only, 
its experience comes consciously before it as contra- 
diction, in which the acquired reality of its individual 
existence finds itself destroyed by the negative element, 
which stands without reahty and without content over 
against the former, and yet is the force which consumes 
it. This negative element is nothing else than the notion 
of what this individuahty inherently is. This mdividu- 
ality IS, however, as yet the poorest form of self- 
realizing mind, for it is to itself still simply the abstrac- 
tion of reason, or igvthe merely immediate umty of 
bemg-for-self and bemg-m-self {F%T-s%ch und Ansich- 
seyns), of explicit and implicit self. Its essential nature 
therefore is only the abstract category. Still it has 
no longer the form of immediate simple he%ng as m the 
case of Observation, where it is abstract being, or, 
when affirmed as something ahen, is thmghood in 
general. Here in the case before us there has entered 
mto this thmghood self-existence (Fursichseyn) and 
mediation It comes on the scene here, therefore, in 
the form of a circular process, whose content is the 
developed pure relation of the simple essential elements. 
The actuahzation attamed in the case of this individu- 
ality consists, therefore, in nothing else than its having 
turned out this cycle of abstractions from the restricted 
confines of simple self-consciousness, and put them mto 
the sphere and condition of “bemg for consciousness” 
existence, where they appear spread out m detail as 
distinct objects. 

The sort of object, then, that self -consciousness m its 
pleasurable enjoyment takes to be its true reahty, is the 
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detailed expansion of those bare essential elements — 
of pure unity, of pure difference, and of their relation. 
Further than this the object, which individuality experi- 
ences as its true nature, has no content. It is what is 
called Necessity. For Necessity, Fate, or the hke, is just 
that about which we are unable to say what it is doing, 
what its definite laws and its positive content actually 
are, because it is the absolute pure notion itself, viewed 
as being, relation bare and simple, but imperturbable, 
irresistible, and immovable, whose work is merely the 
nothmgness of mdividual existence. It is this firm un- 
bendmg connexion, because that which is connected 
consists in pure essentialities or empty abstractions. 
Unity, Difference, and Relation are categories, each of 
w^'hich IS nothmg as it stands by itself, but only m its 
relation to its opposite, and they therefore cannot come 
apart from one another. They are by their own notion 
related to each other, for they are the pure notions 
themselves, and this absolute relation and abstract 
process constitute Necessity. The merely particular 
individuahty, which has m the first mstance only the 
pure notion of reason for its content, instead of having 
escaped from dead theory and plunged into actual life, 
has thus only precipitated itself mto consciousness of 
its own lifelessness, and enjoys itself merely as naked 
and alien necessity, lifeless actuality. 

The transition takes the place from the form of one- 
ness to that of universality, from one absolute abstraction 
into the other, it proceeds from that purpose of pure 
explicit existence-for-self, which has cast off fellowship 
and communion with others, mto the sheer opposite — 
i.e. into equally abstract implicit immanent existence 
— into mere bemg-in-itself. This appears consequently 
in such form that the individual is simply reduced to 
naught, and the utter atomicity of separate mdividual 
existence is pulverized on the equally hard but continu- 
ous actuahty. 
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Since it is qua consciousness the unity of itself and its 
opposite, this transition is still a fact for it. Its purpose, 
and its realization as well as the contradiction of what 
constituted for it its essential nature, and what in- 
herently that nature is — ^all this it is consciously aware 
of. It learns the double meaning winch hes m what it 
did, when it sought to “take” and possess its Me: it 
“took” Me, but thereby rather laid hold on death. 

This transition of its living being mto hfeless necessity 
appears to it therefore a perversion which is mediated 
by no agency at all. The mediatmg factor ivould have 
to be that m which both sides would be one, where 
consciousness thus knew the one moment in the other, 
foimd its purpose and action in Fate, and its fate in its 
purpose and action, saw its own true nature in this 
Necessity. But, for consciousness the meaning of this 
umty here is ]ust pleasure itself, or simple particular 
feeling; and the transition from the moment of this its 
purpose into the moment of its true nature is for it a 
mere leap mto the opposite. For these moments are not 
contamed and combmed in feelmg, hut only m the bare 
pure self, which is a universal or thought. Consciousness, 
therefore, through the experience m which its truth 
ought to have come to light, has instead become to 
itself a dark riddle, the consequences of its deeds are 
to it not really its own deeds. What happens to it is 
found to be not the experience of what it mJierently is ; 
the transition is not a mere alteration in form of the 
same content and essential nature, presented now as 
content and true reality of consciousness, thereafter as 
object or intuitively perceived essence of itself. The 
abstract necessity thus gets the significance of the 
merely negative uncomprehended power of universality, 
on which mdividuahty is broken m pieces. 

The appearance of this mode of self-consciousness 
goes as far as this stage. The last moment of the exist- 
ence of this mode is the thought of its loss and anni- 
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hzlation m necessity, or the thought of itself as a being 
(Wesen) entirely alien to itself. Self-consciousness in 
itself, however, has survived this loss; for this necessity 
or pure universality is its own proper nature {Wesm). 
This reflexion of consciousness into self, the knowledge 
that necessity is itself, is a new mode or attitude of 
consciousness. 
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THE LAW OF THE HEART, AND THE FRENZY 
OF SELF-CONCEIT 

The following section is an analysis of the mood of moial Sentiment 
alism It IS a mood of all times and appeals m many forms, but about 
Hegel’s time it became prominent in the Romantic school and was 
frankly adopted as a piactical attitude by certain of its repiesentatives 
Perhaps one of the most remarkable histone examples of sentimentalism 
was Rousseau, to whom so much m the Romantic movement may be 
traced In the liteiature of Hegel’s time, and indeed in aU literature, 
no more perfect type of sentimentalism can be found than Goethe’s 
W either With such mstances as these m oui minds the succeeding 
analysis requires neither explanation nor comment 





THE LAW OF THE HEART, AND THE FRENZY 
OF SELF-CONCEIT 


Necessity is for this new mode of consciousness what 
in truth self-consciousness finds necessity m its own case 
to be. In its new attitude self-consciousness regards 
itself as the necessary element. It knows that it has the 
universal, the law, immediately within itself, a law 
which, because of this characteristic of being immedi- 
ately within consciousness as it is for itself, is called the 
Law’' of the Heart. This mode or attitude of consciousness 
IS for itself, qm mdividual, essential reahty as the former 
mode similarly was, but in the present case it is richer 
by the characteristic that this self -existence is taken as 
necessary or universal. 

The law’, therefore, which is primarily the law proper 
of self-consciousness, or a “heait” which however has 
m it a law, is the purpose which the self proceeds to 
realize. It remams to be seen whether its realization 
corresponds to its notion, and whether it will therein 
come to find this its law to be the essential ultimate fact. 

Opposed to this “heart” stands a reahty. For in the 
“heart” the law is m the first place merely for itself; 
it is not yet actualized, and thus, too, is something other 
than what the notion is. This other is thereby charac- 
terized as a reahty which is the antithesis of what is to 
be realized, and consequently is the contradiction of 
the law and the individual. This reahty is thus on the 
one hand a law by which the particular mdividuahty is 
crushed and oppressed, a violent ordinance of the 
world which contradicts the law of the heart, and, on 
the other hand, a humanity suflfermg under that ordin- 
ance — 0, humanity which does not follow the law of the 
heart, but is subjected to an alien necessity. 

This reahty, appearing m opposition to the present 
mode of consciousness, is, as is evident, nothmg but the 
foregomg diremption of individuality and its truth, a 



392 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

relation of gruesome necessity, under which the former 
IS crushed. We, who trace the process, see the preceding 
movement, therefore, as m opposition to the new form, 
because the latter has essentially arisen from it, and the 
moment whence the new form comes is necessary for it. 
The new mode, however, looks on that moment as some- 
thing simply met with, since it has no consciousness of 
its origin, and takes its real essence to consist rather in 
bemg mdependent, in being for itself, or negatively 
disposed toward this positive, implicit, immanent 
content. 

The aim and object of this mdmduahty is thus to 
cancel and transcend this necessity which contradicts 
the law of the heart, as also to do away with the suffer- 
ing thereby arising. There is m consequence no longer 
here the frivolity of the former mode, which merely 
wanted private and particular pleasure ; it is the earnest- 
ness of a high purpose, which seeks its pleasure m dis- 
playmg the excellence of its own true nature, and in 
bringmg about the weKare of mankind. What it realizes 
IS itself the law, and its pleasure is at the same time 
universal, a pleasi^e which all hearts feel. To it both 
are inseparable; its pleasure is what conforms to the law 
and the realization of the law of all mankind affords it , 
its particular pleasure. For withm its own self mdmdu- ' 
ality and necessity are immediately and directly one; 
the law IS a law of the heart. Individuality is not yet 
removed from its place; and the unity of both has not 
been brought about by means of the development of 
individuality, has not yet been established by disci- 
pline. The realization of the immediate undisciplined 
nature passes for a display of excellence and for bringing 
about the well-being of mankmd. 

The law, again, which is opposed to the law of the 
heart is divided from the heart, and exists on its own 
account. Mankind, which is bound to it, does not live 
in the blissful unity of the law with the heart, but either 
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lives in dismal separation and suffering, or at least in 
deprivation of the enjoyment of itself m obeymg the 
law, and without the consciousness of its own excellence 
in overstepping it. Because that all-dommatmg divine 
and human ordinance is divided from the heart it is 
regarded by the latter as a delusion, which ought to lose 
what it still possesses, namely, power and actuality. It 
may, indeed, in its content agree by chance with the 
law of the heart, and then the latter can acquiesce m it 
But, for the heart, it is not the bare conformity to law 
as such which constitutes the essential fact ( Wesen), but 
the consciousness of itself which the “heart” thereby 
obtains, the fact that it has therem found self-satis- 
faction Where the content of universal necessity, 
however, does not agi’ee with the heart, necessity is, as 
regards its content also, nothing in itself, and must 
give way before the law of the heart. 

The individual, then, fulfils, carries out the law of his 
heart This law becomes a umversal ordmance, and 
pleasure becomes a reahty which, as it stands, conforms 
to law. But m this realization, the law has, in point 
of fact, escaped the individual; and thus there arises 
immediately only that relation which ought to be can- 
celled. The law of the heart ceases through its very 
realization to be a law of the heart. For it thereby 
takes on the form of actually “being”, and is now uni- 
versal power, which holds this particular “heart” to be 
a matter of indifference; so that the individual, m 
establishing his own ordinance, no longer finds it to be 
his own. By realizing his law he consequently brings 
about, not hs law, but — since the realization is in- 
herently and implicitly his own, but explicitly alien and 
external — ^merely this : he gets involved and entangled 
m the actual ordinance, and, indeed, entangled in it, 
not merely as somethmg alien to himself but as a 
hostile, overpowering dominion. 

By his act he takes his place in, or rather as, the 
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general element of existent actuality; and his act is, 
even in his own regard, intended to have the value of a 
universal ordinance. But thereby he has let himself get 
detached from his own self; qua universality he lives, 
grows on his own account, and purifies himself of indi- 
viduality. The mdividual who will only recognize 
universality in the form of his own immediate self- 
subsistence (FursicTiseyn) does not, therefore, recognize 
himself in this liberated and independent universality, 
while all the same he belongs to it, because the latter is 
his domg. This domg thus has the reverse significance; 
it contradicts the umversal ordinance. For the mdivi- 
dual’s act is intended to be that of his individual heart, 
and not mdependent umversal reality, and at the same 
time he has, in fact, recognized and acknowledged this 
latter, for the act h?is the import of setting up his 
essential nature as freh and mdependent reality, that is 
to say, of recogmzmg reality to be his own essential being. 

The mdividual has, by the very prmciple of his action, 
determmed the more special manner m which actual 
universality, to which he has leagued himself, gets 
turned agamst him. His act, qua actuality, belongs to 
the universal; its content, however, is his own mdividu- 
ahty, which wants to preserve itself as this particular 
individuality in opposition to universality. It is not any 
specific law whose establishment is in question, on 
the contrary, the immediate unity of the mdividual 
heart with universality is the idea — raised to the digmty 
of a law and claiming to be valid — ^that every heart 
must recognize its own self in w''hat is umversal law. 
But only the heart of this individual has established 
its reahty m his act, which, in his view, expresses his 
self-existence (Fursichseyn) or his pleasure. The act is 
mtended to stand immediately for what is umversal; 
that IS to say, it is in truth something particular, and 
has merely the form of universahty his particular 
content is, as such, to pass for universal. Hence others 
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find in this content not the law of their heart fulfilled, 
but rather that of some one else, and precisely in accord- 
ance with the umversal law, that each is to find his 
own heart in what is law, they turn agamst that reahty 
which he set up, just as he on his side turned against 
theirs The individual therefore finds, as at first merely 
the rigid law, so now the hearts of men themselves 
opposed to his excellent mtentions, and to be detested 
and detestable. 

Because this t5rpe of consciousness fin ds universality 
in the first place merely as immediate, and knows 
necessity as necessity of the heart, the nature of actual- 
ization and effective activity is to it unknown. This 
consciousness is unaware that effective realization 
mvolves objective existence, and is m its truth the 
inherently universal in which t^he particular life of 
consciousness, which commits itself to it m order to 
have being in the sense of this immediate individual 
life, IS really submerged. Instead of obtammg this par- 
ticular life of its own m that objective existence, it thus 
becomes estranged from itself. But that m which it does 
not know itself is no longer dead necessity, but necessity 
ammated by umversal mdividuahty. It took this 
divme and human ordmance, which it found authori- 
tative, to be a dead reality, wherem not only its own 
self — ^which claims the position of a particular mdividual, 
insists on bemg a particular “heart” with a life of its 
own and opposed to the universal — ^but those as well 
who were subject to this reality had no consciousness of 
themselves. Now, however, it finds that reality animated 
by the consciousness of all, and a law for all hearts. It 
learns through experience that the reahty m question is 
an ordinance infused and endowed with life, and learns 
this, indeed, just by the fact that it actuahzes the law 
of its own heart. For this means nothmg else than that 
individuality becomes its own object in the form of 
universality, without however recognizmg itself therein. 
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Thus, then, what the experience of this mode of self- 
consciousness reveals as the truth, contradicts what this 
mode takes itself to be. What, however, it takes itself 
to be has for it the form of absolute universality; and 
what IS immediately one with consciousness of self is 
the law of the heart. At the same time the stable 
living ordmance is likewise its own true nature and 
work; it produces nothing else but that; the latter 
IS m equally immediate union with self-consciousness. 
In this way self-consciousness here has the character- 
istic of belonging to a twofold antithetic essence; it is 
mherently contradictory and torn to distraction m its 
mmost bemg. The law of “this individual heart” is alone 
that wherem self-consciousness recognizes itself; but 
the mnversal and accepted ordinance has by actualizmg 
that law become for self-consciousness likewise its own 
essential nature and its own reality. What thus contra- 
dicts itself withm its consciousness has for it in both 
cases the character of essence, and of bemg its own 
reahty. 

In that it gives expression to this moment of its own 
conscious destruction, and thereby expresses the result 
of its experience, it shows itself to be this inner perver- 
sion of itself, to be consciousness gone crazy, its own 
essence bemg immediately not essence, its reality 
immediately unreality. 

The maihiess here cannot be taken to mean that in 
general somethmg unessential is regarded as essential, 
something unreal as real, so that what for one is essen- 
tial or actual might not be so for another, and thus 
the consciousness of real and of unreal, or of essential 
and unessential, would fall apart. If somethmg in 
point of fact IS real and essential for consciousness m 
general, but for me is not so, then, in being conscious 
of its nothingness, I have, since I am consciousness in 
general, at the same time the consciousness of its 
reality; and since they both are fixed and rooted within 
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me, this is a umon which is madness in general. In this 
state, however, there is only an object deranged for 
consciousness — ^not consciousness as such within itself 
and for itself. But in the result of the process of ex- 
perience, which has here come about, consciousness is 
in its law aware of its self as this individual reality; 
and at the same time, since precisely this same essential 
fact, this same reality, is estranged from it, it is — g^^a 
self-consciousness, qua absolute reality — aware of its 
unreahty. In other words, both aspects are held by it 
in their contradiction to be directly its essence, which is 
thus in its utmost being distracted. 

The heart-throb for the welfare of mankmd passes 
therefore mto the rage of frantic self-conceit, mto the 
fury of consciousness to preserve itself from destruction ; 
and to do so by casting out of its life the perversion 
which it really is, and by straining to regard and to 
express that perversion as something else. The universal 
ordinance and law it, therefore, now speaks of as an 
utter distortion of the law of its heart and of its happi- 
ness, a perversion mvented by fanatical priests, by 
riotous, revelling despots and their mmions, who seek 
to indemnify themselves for their own degradation by 
degrading and oppressing in their turn — a, distortion 
practised to the nameless misery of deluded mankmd. 

Consciousness m this its frenzy proclaims individuahty 
I to be deranging, mad, and perverted, but this is an 
• alien and accidental mdividuality. It is the heart, 
however, or the particular consciousness immediately 
seeking to be universal, that is thus ravmg and per- 
verted, and the outcome of its action is merely that 
this contradiction comes to its consciousness. For the 
truth m its view is the law of its heart, something 
merely intended, which has not stood the test of time 
as the permanent ordinance has done, but rather is 
overthrown, as time mdeed discloses. This its law ought 
to have reality: herem the law qva reality, qua vahd 
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ordinance, rs for it purpose and essential nature; but 
that reality, thatJwery law as valid ordinance, is at once 
and at the same time for it nothmgness and void. 

Similarly its" own reality, itself as individual con- 
sciousness, IS in its view the essential truth. Its purpose, 
however, is to establish that particularity as existent. 
It thus m the first instance rather takes its self qua not- 
individual to be the truly real ; or its self is purpose in 
the sense of law, and hence precisely a universality, 
which its self is held to be as object for its consciousness. 
This its notion comes by its own act to be its object. 
Its (mdividual) self is thus discovered to be unreal, and 
unreality it finds out to be %ts reality. It is thus not an 
accidental and ahen individuahty, but just this parti- 
cular “heart”, which is m every respect inherently 
perverted and perverting. 

Smce, however, the directly imiversal mdividuality 
is that which is perverted and perverting, this universal 
ordmance, bemg the law of aU hearts, and so of the per- 
verted consciousness, is no less itself m its very nature 
the perverted element, as mdeed raging frenzy declared. 
On the one hand this ordmance proves itself to be a law 
for all hearts, by the resistance which the law of one 
heart meets with from other mdividuals. The accepted 
and established laws are defended agamst the law of 
a smgle mdividual because they are not empty necessity, 
unconscious and dead, but are spiritual substance and 
umversahty, in which those in whom this spiritual 
substance is reahzed hve as mdividuals, and are con- 
scious of their own selves. Hence, even when they 
complain of this ordmance, as if it went contrary to 
their own mmost law, and mamtam in opposition to it 
the claims of the “heart”, in pomt of fact they inwardly 
cling to it as being therr essential nature; and if they are 
deprived of this ordmance, or put themselves outside 
the range of its mfluence, they lose everything. Since, 
then, it IS precisely m this that the reahty and power 
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of public ordinance consist, the latter appears as the 
essence, seK-identical and everywhere alive, and indi- 
viduality appears as its form. 

On the other hand, however, this ordinance is the 
sphere of perversion. For in that this ordmance is the 
law of all hearts, in that all individuals are immediately 
this universal, it is a reality which is only that of self- 
existmg individuahty, i.e. of the heart. When conscious- 
ness therefore sets up the law of its heart, it finds itself 
resisted by others because it conflicts with the equally 
individual laws of their heart, and the latter m opposing 
it are doing nothing else but setting up ni their turn 
and making vahd their own law. The universal here 
presented, therefore, is only a universal resistance and 
struggle of all agamst one another, ui which each makes 
good his own individuality, but at the same time does 
not come off successfully, because each individuality 
meets with the same opposition, and each is reciprocally 
dissipated by the others. What appears as public 
ordinance is thus this state of war of each agamst all, in 
which every one for himself wrests what he can, exe- 
cutes even-handed justice upon the individual hves of 
others, and establishes his own mdividual existence, 
which in its turn vamshes at the hands of others. We 
have here the Course of the World, the mere semblance 
of a constant regular trend, which is only a pretence of 
umversality, and whose content is rather the meanmg- 
less insubstantial sport of setting up individual beings 
as fixed and stable, and then dissipating them. 

If we put both sides of the universal ordinance over 
against one another and consider them, we see that 
this later universality has for its content restless mdi- 
viduality, which regards opmion or mere individualism 
as law, the real as unreal, and the unreal as real. That 
universality is, however, at the same tune the side of 
realization of the ordmance, for to it belongs the 
independent self-existence {Fursiohseyn) of individu- 
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ality. The other side is the universal in the sense of 
stable passive essence; but, for that very reason, the 
universal is only something inner, which is not indeed 
absolutely non-existent, but still not an actual reality, 
and can itself only become actual by cancelling the 
individuality, that has presumed to claim actuality. 
This type of consciousness, which becomes awaie of 
itself in the law ; which finds itseh in what is inherently 
true and good not as mere individual, but only as 
essentially real; and which knows individuality to be 
what IS perverted and perverting, and hence feels 
bound to surrender and sacrifice individualism of 
consciousness — this type of consciousness is V^r^ue. 
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The mood of moial sentimentalism is reduced to confusion and contra- 
diction but the subjective mdividualism m which it is rooted is not yet 
eradicated Individualism now takes refuge in another attitude which 
claims to do gi eater justice to the inherent universality of rational 
self-realization, but yet clings to its particular individuality as an malien- 
able possession It now tries to make the realization of umversal purposes 
m the shape of the Good depend solely on its own activity, the objective 
sphere m which the good is to be earned out bemg regarded as at once 
external to its ends, opposmg its activity, and yet requnmg these ends 
to be earned out in order to have any moral significance Individualism 
looks on the good as its private peiquisite, and makes a personal merit 
and glory out of its action m carrying out the good This externa] realm 
is the “Course of the World” which m itself is thought to contam no 
goodness, and which only gets a value if the good is realized m it Thei 
worldj^rtffi^ IS thus to owe its goodness to the effoits of the mdividual ' 
for the situation is contiadictoiy , and the issue of the ^ 
piove that the mdividuak^s not the Jons et ortgo bom, that ' 
'i not await his efforts, and that m fact the course of the 
V't good, the soul of the world is righteous 
% analysed here is that of abstract moral idealism, the mood 
^ousness, the mood that constantly seeks the improvement 
ty of mankmd It is found m many forms, but particularly 
^ is any strong emnity between the “ideal” life and the 
Md”. 
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In the first mode of active reason, self-consciousnessj 
felt it was pure individuality, and over agamst tliisj 
stood empty universality. In the second the two' 
factors m the antithesis had each both the moments 
wi thin them, both law and individuality, but the one 
factor, the “heart”, was their immediate unity, the 
other their opposition. Here, in the relation of virtue and 
the course of the world, both members are each severally 
unity and antithesis of the moments, are each a process, 
but in an opposite direction, of law and individuality 
inter se For the virtuous consciousness law is the 
essential element, and mdivaduality the one to be super- 
seded and cancelled both in the case of its owi^oonscious 
life, as well as m that of the course of the 
former case the private individuality olama» 
one has to be brought under the discipline W 
of the universal, the mherently good an* 
remams there, however, stdl a personal cop 
True cultivation and disciplme consist soh 
surrender of the entire personahty, as a way 
sure that m point of fact individual pecuj[i»»* 
longer asserted and insisted on. In f 
surrender, individuality, as it is found . 
process, is at the same time annihilatet 
ahty IS also a simple moment common t 
In the course of the world indmdui 
position the reverse of what it is in tl 
virtuous consciousness, viz. that of mat 
essential factor, and subordinating to if 
ently good and true. Further, the course 
too, does not mean for virtue merely, a u 

\ 

^ Here the individual’s own universal nature (his got 

to control his private feelings and desires ^ 

^ Here, by contrast with (^), the only real discipline is to 
personality to the * ‘course of the world’’ (i.e* the good ^ 
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overturned and perverted through uidividuahty; abso- 
lute law and order form hkewise a common moment: 
^ a moment, however, not present m the world’s course 
• in the sense of an existing actual fact for consciousness, 
f but as the inmost essence of the process. That regu- 
lative order, therefore, has not, properly^ -speaking, 
to be first produced by virtue, for production means, 
qua action, a consciousness of individuality, and 
indmduahty has, on the contrary, to be superseded. 
.jBy thus cancelling mdividuahty, however, the inherent 
nature of the world’s process merely gets room, as it 
were, to enter real existence independently on its own 
. account {an und fur sicJi selhst). 

The general content of the actual course of the world 
has already made itself known. Looked at more closely, 
nothmg else than the two proceeding move- 
^^self -consciousness From them have come vir- 
♦ % ^ mould, for smce they origmate it, virtue 

^efore it; its aim, however, is to supersede its 
^ origin, and realize itself, or be “for itself”, 
'rojectively explicit. The way of the world is 
\ one point of view, particular mdividuahty 
'pleasure and enjoyment, findmg itself over- 
1 ing so, and as a result satisfying the de- 
i h universal. But this satisfaction, hke the 
I ments of this relationship, is a perverted 
% icess of the universal. The real fact is 
^ .rticular pleasure and enjoyment, while the 
^ pposed to it — a, necessity which is only the 
* of universality, a merely negative reaction, 
i n act without any content. 

; , moment of the world’s course is indmdu- 
% wants to be a law independently and on 
unt, and under the mfiuence of this conceit 
stablished regular order. The universal law 
unages to hold its own against this sort of 
■'no longer appears in the form of an empty 
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opposite over against consciousness, does not play the 
role of a lifeless necessity, but is_a.necessity operating 
■within the conscious life itself. But m the sense m -which 
it is a reality existmg in a consciotos state of absolute 
contradiction, it is madness , -while in the sense in which 
It is an objective reality it is simply utter perversion. 
The universal, then, in both aspects proves to be the 
might that moves them; but the way this might exists 
in fact is merely in the form of universal perversion. 

It IS from virtue that the universal is now to receive 
its true reality, by cancelhng individuality, the principle 
of perversion. Virtue’s purpose is by this means to 
transmute again the perverted world’s process, and 
bring out its true mner nature. This true being is in 
the world-process merely in the form of its implicit 
inherent nature; it is not yet actual; and hence -virtue 
merely heheves it. Vntue proceeds to raise this faith 
to sight, without, however, enjoying the frupL^fa£idifa&ii 
labour and sacrifice. For so far as it is indmdt 


is the active carrying-on of the contest which* 
’with the world’s process. Its purpose and tru4 


f however, he m conquermg the reality of thef 
? process; and the existence of the good there^ 
j! tuated carries -with it the cessation of its actiohf 
the consciousness of individuality. ^ 

How this struggle itself will come ofi, wM 
finds out in the course of it, whether, by thm 
which -virtue takes upon itself to undergo, t& 
process succumbs while virtue triumphs — ^all^^ 
be decided from the nature of the living we^ 
combatants carry. For the weapons are no® 
than the essential being of the combatants then 
a being which only makes its appearance for tM 
reciprocally. What their weapons are is in w 
already evident from what is mherently impfi® 
struggle. 

The universal is an authentic element for 
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consciousness as a matter of belief; it is “implicitly” 
or “inherently” true; not yet an actual, but an abstract 
universabty. It plays the role of purpose in the case of 
this consciousness itself, and of inner principle in that 
of the course of the world. It is also precisely in this char- 
acter of inner principle that the universal manifests 
itself m the case of virtue, from the point of view of 
the world process ; for virtue as yet only “wills” to 
carry out the good, and does not in the first instance 
claim reality for it. This characteristic can also be looked 
at m this way: the good, in that it comes on the scene 
in the struggle with the world process, thereby manifests 
itself in the form of what is for another, as somethmg 
which is not self-contained {an und fur sich selbst)y for 
otherwise it would not want to win its own truth by 
vanquishing its opposits. By having its being only when 
it IS for another, is meant the same as was shown m the 
opposite way of looking at it, viz. that it is to begin with 
an abstraction which only attams reality in a relation, 
and has no reahty of itself as it stands. 

The good or universal as it appears here, is, then, 
what is called 0^ftSy Capacities, Powers. It is a mode or 
form of spiritual hie, where the spiritual life is presented 
as a universal, which requires the principle of individu- 
ality to give it life and movement, and in indivduahty 
finds its reahzation. This universal is applied well by 
the prmciple of individuality so far as this principle 
dwells in the consciousness of virtue, and misused by it 
as far as it is in the world’s process — ^a passive instru- 
ment, which IS regulated and directed by the hand of 
free individuality and is quite mdifferent to the use it 
IS put to, and can be misused for the production of a 
reahty which means its ruin: a hfeless material deprived 
of any independence of its own. — a material that can be 
formed in this way or that, or even to its own destruc- 
tion. 

Since this universal is at the beck and call equally of 
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the virtuous consciousness as weU as of the course of the 
world, it IS not apparent whether with this equipment 
virtue will get the better of vice. The weapons are the 
same — ^these capacities and powers. Vu’tue has, it is 
true, carefully ensconced its belief in the original unity 
of its purpose and the essential nature of the world 
process, and the reserve thus placed in ambush is 
intended to fall on the rear of the enemy during the 
fight, and brmg that purpose essentially {an sich) to 
fulfilment: so that thereby the kmght of virtue finds 
as a matter of fact that his part m waging this warfare 
IS, properly speaking, a mere sham-fight, which he 
cannot take seriously because he puts aU his strength 
and confidence in the good being self-sufficient and real 
per se, i.e m the good bringing about its own fulfilment 
— ^a sham-fight which he dare not even allow to become 
serious. Tor what he turns against the enemy, and finds 
turned against himself, and what, both in his own case 
and as regards his enemy as well, he rims the risk of 
getting wasted and damaged in the struggle, is not the 
good itself; he fights to keep and carry that out: what 
IS exposed to the hazard of the contest is merely gifts 
and capacities that are indifferent to the issue. But 
these, m point of fact, are nothing else than just that 
universal from which individuahty has been eliminated, 
and which is to be conserved and actuahzed by the 
struggle. 

This universal, however, is at the same time directly 
reahzed and %pso facto made actual by the very notion 
of the contest; it is the inherent essential nature, the 
“universal”, and its actualization means merely that it 
IS at the same time for an other. The two aspects 
mentioned above, in each of which it became an 
abstraction, are no longer separated; it is in and 
through the struggle that the good is simultaneously 
estabhshed in both forms. 

The virtuous consciousness, however, enters mto con- 
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flict With the way of the world as if this were a factor 
opposed to the good. What the conflict brings to light 
IS the universal, not merely as an abstract universal, 
but as one animated by individuality, and existing for 
an other, m other words the universal in the sense 
of the actually real good, Wdierever virtue comes to 
grips with the world’s process, it always hits upon places 
where goodness is found to exist, the good, as the in- 
herent nature of the world’s process, is inseparably inter- 
woven with aU the manifestations of it, with all the 
ways in which the world’s process makes its appearance, 
and where it is real the good has its own existence 
too. Virtue thus finds the world’s process mvulnerable. 
All the moments which virtue was to jeopardize in itself 
when dealing with the world’s process, all the moments 
which it was to sacrifice — ^these are just so many 
ways in which goodness exists, and consequently are 
inviolable relations. The conflict can, therefore, only 
be an oscillation between conserving and sacrificing; 
or rather there can be no place for either sacrificing one’s 
own or doing harm to what comes from elsewhere. 
Virtue is not merely like the combatant whose sole 
concern in the fight is to keep his sword polished; but 
it has even started the fight simply to preserve its 
weapons. And not merely is it unable to use its own 
weapons, but it must also preserve intact those of its 
enemy, and protect them against its own attack, seemg 
they are all noble parts of the good, on behalf of which 
it entered the field of battle. 

This enemy, on the other hand, has as its essential 
element not the mherent universal, but mdividuality. 
Its force is thus the negative prmciple before which 
nothmg stands, nothmg is absolutely sacred, but which 
can risk and endure the loss of everythmg and anything. 
In so doing it feels victory to be assured, as much from 
its very nature as by the contradiction in which its 
opponent gets entangled. What is to virtue implicit and 
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inherent is taken merely as an explicit ob3ective fact 
m the case of the world’s process. The latter is detached 
from every moment which virtue jfinds fixed and to 
which it is fast secured. The world process has such a 
moment under its power and has consequently m its 
control the tethered knight of virtue bound thereto, by 
the fact that this moment is held to be merely one which 
the world’s process can as readily cancel as let be. This 
knight of valour cannot work himself loose from it as 
he might from a cloak thrown round him, and get free 
by leaving it behind; for it is to him the essential f 
element which he cannot give up. 

Finally, as to the ambush out of which the inherent . 
good is cunningly and craftily to fall on the rear of the 
world process, this hope is vain and foolish from its 
very nature. The world process is the mind sure of itself 
and ever on the alert, that can never be got at from 
behind, but fronts breast-forward every quarter; for it 
consists m this that everythmg is an objective element 
for it, everything stands before it. But when the inherent 
goodness is for its enemy, then it finds itself in the 
struggle we have seen , so far, however, as it is riot for 
its enemy, but subsists in itself, it is the passive instru- 
ment of gifts and capacities, material without reality. 
If represented as object, it would be a dormant con- 
sciousness, remaining in the background, no one knows 
where. 

Virtue IS thus overpowered by the world process, 
because the abstract unreal essence is in fact virtue’s 
own purpose, and because its action as regards reality 
rests on distinctions that are solely a matter of words. 
^Virtue wanted to consist in the fact of bringing about 
the realization of goodness through sacrificing individu- 
ality; but the aspect of reality is itself nothmg else than 
the aspect of individuality. The good was meant to be 
what IS implicit and inherent, and opposed to what %s; 
but the imphcit and inherent, taken in its real truth, is 
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simply heiTig itself. The implicitly inherent element is 
primarily the abstraction of essence as against actual 
reality: but the abstraction is just what is not true, 
but a distinction merely for consciousness ; this means, 
however, it is itseK what is called actual, for the actual 
IS what essentially is for an other — or it is being. But 
the consciousness of virtue rests on this distinction 
of implicitness and explicit being, a distmction without 
any true validity. 

The world process was supposed to be the perversion 
of the good, because it took individuality for its 
prmciple. But this latter is the principle of actual 
reality, for it is just that mode of consciousness by which 
what IS implicit and inherent is for an other as well. The 
world process transmutes and perverts the unchange- 
able, but does so in fact by transforming it out of 
the nothingness of abstraction into the being of 
reality 

The course of the world is, then, victorious over what, 
in opposition to it, constitutes virtue; it is victorious 
over that which took an unreal abstraction to be the 
essential reahty. But it is not victorious over somethmg 
real, but over the production of distinctions that are no 
distmctions, over this pompous talk about the best for 
mankind and the oppression of humanity, about sacri- 
fice for goodness’ sake and the misuse of gifts. Imaginary , 
ideahties and purposes of that sort fall on the ear as idle 
phrases, which exalt the heart and leave the reason a 
blank, which edify but build up nothing that endures : 
declamations whose only definite announcement is that 
the individual who professes to act for such noble ends 
and indulges in such fine phrases holds himself for a fine 
creature: a swollen enlargement which gives itself and 
others a mighty size of a head, but big from inflation 
with emptiness. 

Virtue in the olden time had its secure and determm- 
ate significance, for it found the fuUness of its content 
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and its solid basis m the substantial life of the nation, 
and had for its purpose and end a concrete good that 
existed and lay at its hand: it was also for that reason 
not directed against actual reality as a general per- 
versity, and not turned against a world process. 
The virtue above considered, however, is removed 
from that substantial hfe, and is outside it, a virtue 
with no essential being, a virtue merely in idea 
and in words, and one that is deprived of all that 
content. 

The vacuousness of this rhetorical eloquence in conflict 
with the world’s process would be at once discovered 
if it were to be stated what all its eloquent phrases 
amount to They are therefore assumed to be famfliar 
and well-understood. The request to say what, then, 
this “well-known” is would be either met by a new swell 
of phrases, or in reply there would be an appeal to the 
“heart” which “inwardly” teUs what they mean — 
which is tantamount to an admission of inability to 
say what the meamng is. 

The fatuousness of that style of eloquence seems, too, 
in a quasi-unconscious manner to have got the length 
of being an acknowledged certainty for the cultivated 
minds of our time, since all interest m the’ whole mass 
of those rhetorical spread-eagle phrases has disappeared 
— a, loss of interest which is betrayed m the sheer 
wearisomeness they produce. 

The result, then, arising from this opposition, con- 
sists m the fact that consciousness lets the idea of an 
inherent good, which yet has no actual reality, slip from 
it like a mere cloak. Consciousness has learned in the 
course of its struggle that the world’s process is not so 
bad as it looked; for the reality of the world’s process is 
that of the universal. With the discovery of this it is 
seen that there is no way of producmg the good through 
the sacrifice of individuality, the means for doing so 
have gone; for individuality is precisely the explicit 
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actualization of what is implicitly and inherently real 
^i e. the universal) , and the perversion ceases to he 
looked at as a perversion of goodness, for it is just the 
transmutmg of the good, qtia bare purpose, into actual 
reality. The movement of mdmduality is the reality 
of the universal 

In point of fact, however, what as world process 
stood opposed to the consciousness of the inherently 
and implicitly real, has likewise been vanquished and 
has disappeared with the attainment of the above 
result. The self-existence of mdmduality was there 
m opposition to the inner essential nature, the uni- 
versal, and made its appearance as a reality cut off 
from the inherent implicit nature. Since, however, it 
has come out that reality is m undivided unity with 
the universal, the self-existence of the world’s process 
proves not to be more than an aspect, just as the in- 
herent nature {Ansich) of virtue is merely an aspect too 
{AnsicM). The mdividuahty of the world’s process may 
doubtless think it acts merely for itself or selfishly; it 
IS better than it thinks; its action is at the same time 
one that is universal and with an inherent bemg of its 
own. If it acts selfishly, it does not know what it is 
domg; and if it insists that all men act selfishly, it 
merely asserts that aU men are unaware as to what 
action IS. If it acts for itself, this is ]ust the explicit 
bringmg into reality of what is at first implicit and 
inherent. The purpose of its self-existence, of its 
“being for itself”, which it fancies opposed to the m- 
herent nature — ^its futile mgenuity and cunning, as also 
its fine-spun explanations which so knowingly demon- 
strate the existence of selfishness everywhere — all these 
have as much vanished as the purpose of the inherent 
element and its rhetoric. 

Thus, then, the effort, the struggle, the activity of 
individuality is mherently an end in itself; the use of 
powers, the play of their outward manifestations — ^that 
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IS wliat gives them life ; otherwise they would be hfeless, 
potential, and merely implicit {Ansich), The inherent 
implicit nature is not an abstract universal without 
existence and never carried into effect; it is itself 
immediately this actual present and this living actuality 
of the process of individuality. 



INDIVIDUALITY, WHICH TAKES ITSELE TO BE KEAL 
IN AND FOR ITSELF 


The following section gives a general description of mdi\ iduahty winch 
seeks to realize itself, not in the one-sided ways analysed m the three 
preceding sections, but as a complete concrete whole Here individuality 
does not regard itself abstractedly, and hence does not treat the spheie of 
its realization as in any way alien to itself It is completely on© with the 
objective world where it carries out its ends, and finds both itself adequate 
to its own realization, and the world sufficient and aU-sufficient for the 
embodiment of its ends In this sphere we have, as it were, the very 
antithesis of the preceding state of rmnd There the good was opposed to 
the course of the “world*’, the latter bemg dependent for its goodness on 
individual effort Here it is as if the “world” were made up of the activity 
of mdividuals and were wholly adequate to satisfy and embody all their 
ends The real life of the mdividual is found simply in “self-expression” 
NatuiaUy therefore individuals take themselves here to be “real just as 
they aie”, and have meiely to expiess or develop their own content 
in order to objectify their ends The objective woild is then acti\ity 
realized, is themselves “externalized” 

This condition of mdividuality is the immediate preparation foi the 
social order of the life of a free spiritual community, and is the antici- 
pation of that community — a community wheie the mdividual is imi- 
versalized through union with the whole, and the whole particularized in 
the individual. 



INDIVIDUALITY. WHICH TAKES ITSELF TO BE REAL 
IN AND FOR ITSELF 


Self-consoiousnbss has now grasped its own principle, 
which at first was only our notion of it, viz. the notion 
that, when consciously certain of itself, it is all reahty. 
Its purpose and nature henceforward consist in the 
interpenetration of the universal (its “gifts” and 
“capacities”) and mdividuahty. The individual moments 
of this process of complete concrete permeation pre- 
ceding the unity into which they have now coalesced, 
were found in the purposes hitherto considered. These 
have now vamshed — ^as hemg mere abstractions and 
chimeras, which belong to those first shallow modes of 
mmd’s self-consciousness, and which have then? truth 
merely in the illusory “being” of the“heart”, fancy and 
rhetoric, and not m reason. This reason is now sure of 
its own reality as it stands {an und fur sich), and no 
longer views itself as an ideal purpose which it seeks to 
realize from the outset m opposition to immediately 
existent (sensible) reahty, but, on the contrary, has the 
category as such as the object of its consciousness. 

This means that the character of bemg for itself on 
its own account {fur sich), or of negative seh-conscious- 
ness, with which reason started, is cancelled. This 
self-consciousness at that stage fell m -with a reahty 
which was supposed to be its own negative, and by 
cancelling which it was to reahze its purpose. Now that 
purpose and inherent nature {Ansxchseyn) have proved 
to be the same as objective existence for another and 
the given reahty, [objective] truth is no longer divided 
from [subjective] certamty — ^no matter whether the 
proposed purpose is taken as certainty of self and the 
realization of that purpose as the truth, or whether the 
purpose IS taken for the truth and reality for certamty. 
The essential nature and purpose as it stands {an und 
fur sich) constitute the certamty of immediate reality 
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itself, the interpenetration of the inherent imphcit 
nature (ansich), and the explicit distinctive nature 
(Jutstch), of the universal and individuahty. Action is 
per se its truth and reahty, and the manifestation or 
expression of individuality is its purpose taken just as 
' it stands 

With the attainment of such a conception, therefore, 
self-consciousness has returned mto itself and passed 
from those opposite characteristics which the category 
presented, and which its relation to the category had, 
when it was “ohservmg” and when it was “active” Its 
object IS now the category pure and simple; in other 
words, it IS itself the category become conscious of itself. 
Its account with its previous forms is now closed; they 
he behmd it m the forgotten past, they do not come 
forward against it as its world found ready to hand, but 
are developed solely within itself as transparent mo- 
ments Yet they still fall apart withm its consciousness 
at this stage as a movement of distmct moments, 
which has not yet got combined mto its own substantial 
unity. But throughout all these moments self-conscious- 
ness holds firmly to that simple unity of self with 
objective existence which is its constitutive generic 
nature. 

Consciousness has m this way cast away aU oppo- 
sition and every condition limitmg its activity. It 
starts anew from itself, and is occupied not with 
somethmg external, but with itself. Smce mdmduality 
IS m itself actuahty, the material of operation and the 
purpose of action he m the action itself. Action con- 
sequently has the appearance of the movement of a 
circle, which moves itself within itself freely m vacuo, 
which, unimpeded, now enlarges and then contracts, 
and is quite content to play simply withm itself and 
with itself. The element m which mdividuahty mam- 
fests and displays its form and shape, is simply the day, 
m whose light consciousness wants to display itself. 
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This element — ^the daylight — ^means nothing but the 
simple assuming of the form of individuality. Action 
alters nothmg, opposes nothing; it is the mere form of 
translation from a condition of bemg invisible to one 
of bemg visible, and the content, brought thus to day- 
light, and laid bare, is nothmg else than what this 
action already is implicitly {an stch) It is im^lic%t — 
that is its form as unity in thought: and it is actual — 
that is its form as unity in existence: while it is itself 
content merely in virtue of mamtammg this character 
of simplicity in spite of its aspect of process and 
transition. 



INTRODUCTORY NOTE 


SELF-CONTAINED INDIVIDUALS ASSOCIATED AS A COM- 
MUNITY OF ANIMALS, AND THE DECEPTION THENCE 
ARISING THE REAL FACT 

The title of this section sounds unfamiliar, but the purpose of the 
analysis is plam, and the argument is essential as a stage in the unfolding 
of what rational self-contained individuality implies It also, with the 
immediately succeeding sections, prepares the way foi the constructive 
mterpretation of orgamzed society Indeed, without mdividuals consti- 
tuted as rational self-conscious umts, each self-contained, a free self- 
conscious community could not exist They form the component separate 
cells of the ‘‘organism” of a society, the elements out of which the com- 
pact structure of a society is made In the first instance and as an abstract 
aspect of associated life, they can be regai ded, and for certain purposes 
aiein fact regarded, as meiely distinct and detached units living together 
Each functions as an individuality, endowed with certam powers and 
capacities for self-expression, puisumg his ends for his owui inteiest, 
spontaneously puttmg forth his energies without being clearly aware of 
01 concerned with any umversal result winch ius essentially universal 
nature must bung about In realizmg Ins mdividuahty he goes out of 
himself in one sense, in another sense he does not By expressmg himself 
hecaiiies out some “end” m which he has an “interest” , he “does”some- 
thmg he does a deed or a “work”, which qua mere action is no thmg more 
than a mode of purposed self-expression, and is not, as such, either good 
or bad (at this stage) What he does appears as external to himself, but 
is his own all the while, somethmg which he has formed and m which he 
specifically is mterested Such a result at once objective, framed by him- 
self andreflectmg his interest, is “fact” as distmctfrom “thing” (which is 
an object of peiception at the level of consciousness, not of seK-conscious- 
ness) But by the nature of the case he can distinguish within this fact 
what IS the real “intent” {dieSache JSelbst)^ he has m mind from the merely 
objective chazacter of the fact {Sache), he can, if we may put it so, dis- 
tmguish the “fact of the matter” from meie “matter of fact”. But other 
individuals with whom he is associated and who aie similarly constituted, 
carry on the same process of sepaiate self expression Each is “honest” 
and “honourable” m so doing, each is concerned with Ins own “lealmtent” 


^ It is difficult to find a curient English equivalent for this teim {die 
SaoheSelhst) “Fact itself” or “actualfact” does not seem to convey much 
meanmg It seems best to try to brmg out the significance implied, even 
though at the sacrifice of literal translation. 
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and Ins own “fact” By this association they necessariJy aie inteii elated 
and mteiconiniimicate But communication on such a basis leads to 
misconception, tiansfeience of mtent, and “deception” of each othei as 
well as of themselves Woik, deeds, facts have a tiniveisal chaiactei as 
well as a paiticular nature in the former aspect they cannot be one’s own, 
m the latter aspect they cannot he another’s yet both aspects axe in 
sepai able Intei communication between these mdividuals thus inevitably 
leads to contradiction It implies a common univeisal natuie betweeii 
the mdividuals hut such univei sality at this stage is implicit not explicit 
The contiadiction inherent at this level between the elements in the 
situation cieated by individuals meiely coexisting togethei without 
conscious common puipose contiollmg and guidmg all, pomts the wa 
and compels an advance to anothei stage m the evolution of lationa 
individuality 

When self-conscious individuals are regaided as meiely “togethei”, as 
coexisting without consciously contiollmg common pm poses, they le- 
semble a community or held of animals Hence the title of the Section 

It is not an accidental but an essential aspect of the life of society, it 
IS indeed the indispensable basis of community which is m one lespect 
like a community of ants, the system of activity of its component mdi 
viduals, though each may and does fulfil his purpose as liis own piivate 
Intel est 

This aspect of social existence can be over-emphasized and may be 
regarded at tunes as the sole natme of society The result can only lead 
to confusion Such a conception of society may perhaps be said to be 
found wheie, as m ceitaui economic conceptions of society, society is 
viewed as a hei d of self -interested units each pursuing his own individual 
ends It IS also seen m ceitam historical foims of national polity which 
lecm from time to time 



SELF-CONSCIOUS INDIVIDUALS ASSOCIATED AS A COM- 
MUNITY OF ANIMALS AND THE DECEPTION THENCE 
ARISING THE BEAL FACT 

The above substantial individuality, to begin with, is 
again single and determinate. Absolute reality, which 
it knows itself to be, is thus, in the way it becomes con- 
sciously aware of that reahty, abstractly universal, 
without filling and content, merely the empty thought 
of this category. We have to see how this conception of 
substantial mdmduahty is made explicit m its various 
moments, and how it comes to be conscious of its true 
nature. 

The conception of this mdividuality, as it takes itself 
as such to be aU reahty, is m the first mstance a mere 
result its own movement and reahty are not yet set 
forth; it IS here m its immediacy as somethmg purely 
and simply implicit. Negativity, however, which is the 
same as what appears as movement and process, is 
inherent in this implicit state as a determmate quality; 
and bemg, i.e. the simple implicit state, comes to be a 
determmate compass or range of bemg. Individuahty 
confronts us, therefore, as an original determinate 
nature; original, m virtue of its bemg unphcit. origmally 
determinate, m virtue of the negative moment lying 
in that imphcitness, which negative element is thereby 
a quality. This limitation cannot, however, limit the 
action of consciousness, for this consists at the present 
stage m thorough and complete relation of itself to itself : 
relation to what is other than itself, which its hmitation 
would mvolve, is now overcome. The character inherent 
origmally by nature is thus merely an undefined (simple) 
principle, a transparent universal element in which 
individuality finds itself free and at one with itself, as 
weU as unfolds its diversity without restramt, and m 
realizing itself is simply in reciprocal relation with itself. 
We have here somethmg similar to what we find in the 
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case of indeterminate animal life- this breathes the 
breath of life, let ns say, into water as its element, or 
air or earth, and withm these agam into stUl more 
determinate conditions: every aspect of its life is affected 
by the specific element, and yet animal life still keeps 
these aspects within its power and itself a unity in 
spite of the limitations of the element, and remams 
qua the given particular organization animal life 
throughout, the same general fact of animal life. 

This determinate original nature of consciousness, 
in which it finds itself freely and wholly, appears as the 
immediate and only proper content of the purpose of 
the individual. That content is indeed a definite content, 
but IS only content so far as Ave take the implicit 
nature m isolation. In truth, however, it is reality 
{Beahtat) permeated by mdividuality actuality {Wirk- 
hchkeit) m the way consciousness qua individual con- 
tains this withm itself, and is to begm with taken as 
existmg, but not yet as acting. So far as action is con- 
cerned, however, that determmateness is, m one respect, 
not a limitation it wants to overcome; for, looked at 
as an existent quahty, that determmateness is simply 
the colour of the element where it moves: in another 
respect, however, the negativity is determmateness 
merely m the case of what “exists”. But acting is 
nothing else than negativity. Hence when individuality 
acts, its specific determmateness is dissipated mto the 
general process of negation, into the sum and substance 
of all deternunateness. 

The simple “origmal nature” now breaks up, in 
action and the consciousness of action, into the dis- 
tinction which action implies. To begm with, action 
IS here an object, an object, too, still belongmg to con- 
sciousness ; it IS present as a purpose, and thus opposed 
to a given reahty. The other moment is the process 
of this statically presented purpose, the process of 
actualization of the purpose, bringing the purpose to 
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bear on the entirely formal reality, and hence is the 
idea of the transition itself. In other words, this second 
moment is the “means”. The third moment is, finally, 
the ob]ect, no longer as immediately and subjectively 
presented purpose, but as brought to light and estab- 
lished as something other than and external to the 
actmg subject. 

These various aspects must be viewed in the light of 
the general prmciple of this sphere of consciousness. 
I^he content throughout remams the same, without 
any difference, whether between individuahty and 
existence m general, or between purpose as against 
individuality in the sense of an “origmal nature”, or 
between purpose and the given reality: or between 
the means and that reality as absolute purpose: or 
finally between the reality moulded by the agent as 
against the purpose, the “origmal nature”, of the means. 

At the outset, then, the nature of individuality in its 
origmal determinate form, its immediate essence, is not 
yet affirmed as active; and in this shape is called special 
capacity, talent, character, and so on. This pecuhar 
colouring of mind must be looked at as the only content 
of its purpose, and as the sole and only reality. If we 
thought of consciousness as gomg beyond that, as seek- 
mg to bring mto reahty another content, then we should 
think of it as a nothmg working away towards nothing. 

This origmal nature is, moreover, not merely the 
substance of its purpose, but implicitly the reality as 
well, Avhich otherwise assumes the appearance of being 
a given material on which to act, of being found ready 
at hand' for action to work up mto some determinate 
form. That is to say, aeting is simply transferrmg from 
a state not yet explicitly expressed to one fully ex- 
pressed; the inherent bemg of that reality opposed to 
consciousness has sunk to the level of a mere empty 
appearance, a mere seeming. This mode of conscious- 
ness, by determimng itself to act, thereby refuses to be 
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led astray by the semblance of reabty on the part of 
what IS presented to xt; and has likewise to abandon 
its dealings with idle thoughts and purposes, and keep 
its hold on the original content of its own nature. No 
doubt this content first exists as a fact for consciousness, 
when it has made that content actual; but the distinc- 
tion between somethmg which while for consciousness 
IS only inside itself, and a reality outside consciousness 
existing in itself, has broken down. Consciousness must 
act solely that what it mherently and imphcitly is, may 
be for it exphcitly; or, actmg is ]ust the process of mmd 
commg to be qua consciousness. What it is imphcitly, 
therefore, it knows from its actual reality. Hence it is 
that an mdmdual cannot know what he is till he has 
made himself real by action. 

Consciousness, however, seems on this view to be 
unable to determme the purpose of its action before 
action has taken place, but before action occurs it 
must, in virtue of being consciousness, have the act in 
front of itself as entirely its own, i.e. as a purpose. The 
individual, therefore, who is going to act seems to 
find himself m a circle, where each moment already 
presupposes the others, and hence seems unable to find 
a beginning, because it only gets to know its own origi- 
nal nature, the nature which is to be its purpose, by 
first actmg, while in order to act it must have that 
purpose beforehand. But ]ust for that reason it has to 
start straight away and, whatever the circumstances 
are, without troubling further about beginning, means, 
or end, proceed to action at once. For its essential and 
implicit {ansichseyende) nature is begmnmg, means, and 
end all m one. As heginmng, it is found m the cucum- 
stanees of the action; and the tnterest which the in- 
dividual finds m something is just the answer to the 
question, “whether he should act and what is to be done 
in a given case”. For what seems to be a reahty con- 
fronting him IS imphcitly his own original fundamental 
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nature, which, has merely the appearance of an objectiYe 
bemg — an appearance which lies in the notion of 
action involving as this does self-diremption, but which 
expressly shows itself to be Ins own origmal nature by 
the interest the mdmdual finds therein. Similarly the 
how, the means, is deterniuied as it stands {an und fur 
sick). Talent is likewise iiothmg but mdividuahty with 
a definite origmal constitution, looked at as the sub- 
jective mternal means, or transition of purpose mto 
actuality. The actual means, however, and the real 
transition are the unity of talent with the nature of the 
fact as present in the mterest felt. The former [talent] 
expresses that aspect of the means which concerns 
action, the latter [the fact found of interest] that which 
concerns content: both are individuality itself, as a 
fused whole of actmg and existmg. What we find, then, 
is fit st circumstances given ready to hand, which are 
implicitly the original nature of the mdmdual, next the 
mterest which affirms them as its own or as its purpose , 
and finally the connexion and sublation of these oppo- 
site elements m the means. This connexion itself still 
falls withm consciousness, and the whole j’ust considered 
IS one side of an opposition. This appearance of opposi- 
tion which still remams is removed by the transition, 
i.e. by the means. For the means is a umty of mner 
and outer, the antithesis of the deternunate character 
it has qua mner means (viz. talent) : it therefore abolishes 
this character, and makes itself — ^this umty of action 
and existence — equally an outer, viz.: the actually 
realized individuality, i.e. individuality which is estab- 
hshed for mdividuahty itself as the obj'ectively existent. 
The entire act in this way does not go beyond itself, 
either as circumstances, or as purpose, or means, or as 
work performed. 

In this notion of work, however, the distmction which 
lay withm the origmal nature seems to enter. The 
wofk done is something determinate, lilce the original 
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nature it expresses, because being cut loose by the 
process of acting and become an existing reality, the 
negation implied in this process remains in it as a 
quality. Consciousness, however, as agamst the work, 
is specifically that m which this quality is to be found 
as a general process of negation, as acting It is thus 
the universal as opposed to the specific determmateness 
of the work performed; it can therefore compare one 
kind of work with another, and can thence apprehend 
individualities themselves as different, it can, eg. 
regard an individual who is of wider compass m his 
work as possessing stronger energy of wdl or a richer 
nature, i e. a nature whose origmal constitution {Bes- 
timmthe%t) is less limited; another again as a weaker 
and a poorer nature 

In contrast with this purely quantitative difference, 
which IS not an essential difference, “good” and “bad” 
would express an absolute difference; but this is not 
m place here. Whether taken m one way of another, 
action is equally carried on; there is a process of dis- 
playing and expressing an mdividuality, and for that 
reason it is all good* it would, properly speaking, be 
impossible to say what “bad” is to be here. What 
would be called a bad work is the mdividual life of a 
certain specific natm-e, which is therem realized. It 
would only be degraded mto a bad work by a reflective 
comparison, which, however, is quite empty and futile, 
since this goes beyond the essential meamng and nature 
of work (which is a self-expression of individuality), 
and then seeks to find and demand from it heaven 
knows what else. 

The comparison could have to do only with the 
distinction above mentioned. But this, being a dis- 
tinction of quantity, is in itself not an essential one; 
and here m particular is unessential because what are 
to be compared together are different works and indi- 
vidualities. But these do not affect one another; each 
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is concerned simply with itself. The original nature is 
alone the essential fact, or what could be used as an 
ultimate standard of judgment regarding the work; 
and conversely Both, however, correspond to each 
other there is nothing /or individuality which is not 
obtamed throncjh it or there is no leality which is not 
%ts nature and %t8 action, and no action nor inherent 
substance of individuality which is not real. And only 
these moments are to be compared. 

There is, therefore, m general, no ground for feelmg 
elevated or for lamenting or repenting- all that sort 
of thing arises from a reflection which imagmes another 
content and another inner nature than is to be found 
m the original nature of the mdividual and the actual 
carrying of it out in reality. "i^Tiatever it is that the 
individual does, and whatever happens to him, that 
the individual has done, and is that himself. He can 
only have the consciousness of the mere transference 
of his self from the darkness of possibility to the day- 
light of the present, from a state abstract and implicit 
to the significance of actual bemg, and can have only 
the certainty that what seems to him m the second 
state IS nothmg else than what lay dormant m the 
former. The consciousness of this unity is no doubt 
likewise a comparison, but what is compared is just a 
mere appearance of opposition, a formal appearance 
which for reason, qua self-conscious and aware that 
individuality is mherently actuality, is nothmg more 
than seeming. The individual, therefore, Imowmg that 
he can find m his objective actuality nothmg but its 
unity with himself or can find only the certainty of 
himself in its very truth, and knowing that he thus 
always attams his purpose — can experience only a 
sense of jo}^ in himseU. 

That, then, is the conception consciousness has of 
itseK when it is sure of its being an absolute identifica- 
tion, a complete permeation, of individuahty and exis- 
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tence. Let us see whether this notion is confirmed and 
supported by its experience, and whether its reality 
agrees with this notion 

The work produced is the reality which consciousness 
gives itself It IS there that the mdividual becomes 
consciously what he is implicitly, and m such wise that 
the consciousness which becomes aware of the mdividual 
m the work performed is not the particular conscious- 
ness but universal consciousness. He has placed himself 
by his work quite outside m the element of universality, 
m the characterless, qualityless region of existence. 
The consciousness which withdraws from its work is 
m pomt of fact universal — because it becomes, m this 
opposition between work and consciousness, absolute 
negativity, the process of action — and stands over 
against its work, which is determmate and particular 
It thus goes beyond itself qua work, and is itself the 
mdetermmate region which its work stiU leaves void 
and unfilled. If their umty was m the above notion 
still preserved, this took place just through the work 
bemg cancelled qua objectively existmg product. But 
it has to he, and we have to see how individuality will 
retam its universahty m the existence of the work, and 
will know how to get satisfaction 

To begin with we have to consider by itself the work 
which has come mto bemg. It has received withm it 
the entire nature of the mdividual. Its existence is 
therefore itself an action, m which all distmotions in- 
terpenetrate and are resolved The work is thus thrown 
out mto a subsistmg form where the specific character 
of the origmal nature does m fact come out as agamst 
other determmate natures, encroaches on them, just as 
these m their turn encroach on it, and is lost as a vanish- 
mg moment in this general process. Although m the 
conception of mdividuahty as here dealt with, the 
various moments (circumstances, purpose, means, and 
realization) are all alike, and the origmal specific nature 
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stands for no more than a universal element, on the 
other hand, when this element takes on an objective 
existence, its determmate character as such comes to 
light in the work done, and obtams its truth m its 
dissolution. Looked at more closely, this dissolution is 
such that m this specific character the individual, qua 
this mdividual, has become consciously real, but the 
specific character is not merely the content of reality, 
but its form as well, or this reality as such is as a whole 
just this specific character, viz bemg opposed to seh- 
consciousness On this view this reality is seen to be a 
reality which has disappeared out of the notion, and 
IS merely found given as an alien reality. The work is, i.e. 
it IS for other individuals, and for them it is an external, 
an alien reality, in whose place they have to put their 
own, in order to get by their action consciousness of 
their unity with reality In other words, the mterest 
which they take m that work owmg to then origmal 
constitution is other than the peculiar mterest of this 
work, which thereby is turned into somethmg different. 
The work is, thus, m general somethmg transitory, 
which IS extmguished by the counter-action of other 
powers and mterests, and displays the reality of indi- 
viduality m a transitory form rather than as fulfilled 
and accomplished. 

Consciousness, then, by domg work becomes aware 
of that contrast between being and acting, which in the 
earher forms of consciousness was at the same time 
the beginning of action, and is here merely a result. 
This contrast, however, was in fact likewise the ultimate 
principle involved when consciousness proceeded to act 
as an implicitly real individuahty; for action presup- 
posed the determinate original nature as the ultimate 
implicit element, and the mere process of performmg 
the act for the sake of this performance took that 
nature as its content Mere action is, however, the self- 
identical form, with which, consequently, the specific 
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determinateness of the original nature does not agree. 
It IS a matter of indifference here, as elsewhere, which 
of the two IS called notion and which reality. The 
ongiiial nature is the thought element, the implicit 
factor as against the action, in which it first gets its 
reality; or, agam, the origmal nature is the existence 
both of individuality as such and of individuality in the 
form of work; while action is the original notion as pure 
and simple transition, as the process of becoming. This 
lack of correspondence between idea and reahty, which 
hes m its essence, consciousness learns in its work; in 
work, therefore, consciousness becomes aware of itself 
as it in truth is, and its empty notion of itself dis- 
appears. 

In this fundamental contradiction characteristic of 
work — ^which contains the truth of this individuality 
that takes itself to be inherently real — ^all the aspects of 
mdmduahty thus appear again as contradictory. That 
IS to say, in the work (done) the content of the entire 
individuality is put forth out of the process of doing 
(it), which IS the negative unity holdmg fast all the 
moments of that content, into (objective) existence 
So transferred and set forth, the work (done) lets the 
moments now go free, and m the element of factual 
subsistence they become indifferent to one another. 
The notion and its reahty are thus separated into pur- 
pose and the original essential nature {Wesenheit). It is 
an accident that the purpose should have a true being, 
or that the implicit inherent nature should be made a 
purpose. Similarly, agam, notion and reahty fall apart 
as transition to actuality and as purpose, in other words, 
it IS an accident that the means expressing the purpose 
should actually be chosen. While, finally, these inner 
moments taken together (whether they have some in- 
trmsic unity or not) — ^i.e. the action of the individual — 
are again accidentally related to actuality in general: 
fortune decides equally in favour of a badly determmed 
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purpose and badly selected means, as well as against 
them. 

If, now, consciousness hereby becomes aware in its 
work of the opposition between willing and perform- 
ance, between purpose and means, and again between 
this inward nature, taken all together, and actual 
reality — an opposition which as a whole shows the for- 
tuitous character of the action of consciousness — still 
the unity and the necessity of this action are ]ust as 
much present too. This latter aspect transcends the 
former, and experience of the fortuitousness of the 
action IS itself only a fortuitous experience. The neces- 
sity of the action consists m this, that purpose is directly 
related to actuality, and the unity of these is the very 
notion of action: the act takes place because action 
is per se and of itself the essence of actuality. In the 
Avork there no doubt comes out the fortuitousness which 
characterizes accomplishment when contrasted with 
wiUing and the process of performing, and this ex- 
perience, which seems as if it must be the truth, 
contradicts that notion of the act. StiU, if we look 
at the content of this experience taken m its com- 
pleteness, that content is seen to be the transitory work. 
What persists is not the transitoriness; rather this is 
itself actual and is bound up with the work, and van- 
ishes with it; the negative falls away along witli the 
positive whose negation it is. 

The very notion of substantially and inherently real 
individuality contains within it this transience of 
transitoriness {Verschwinden des Verschwindens). For 
that wherem the work disappears, or what disappears 
in the work, is the objective reality; and this same 
reality was to give experience, as it was called, its 
supremacy over the notion which individuality has 
about itself. Objective reahty, however, is a moment 
which itself has no longer independent truth in this 
mode of consciousness; it (i.e. the truth) consists solely 
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in the unity of this consciousness with action, and the 
true work is only that unity of action and existence, of 
willing and performance. Because of the certainty 
fundamental to its actions, consciousness takes the 
actual reahty opposed to that conscious certamty to 
he something which itself is only for consciousness. 
The opposition cannot any longer occur for conscious- 
ness in this form of its self-existence m contrast to 
reahty, when consciousness is self-consciousness re- 
turned into itself and with aU opposition gone. On the 
contrary, the opposition and the negativity manifested 
in the case of work then affect not only the content of 
the work or the content of consciousness as weU, but the 
reahty as such, and hence affect the opposition present 
merely in virtue of that reahty and in it, and the 
disappearance of the work. In this way consciousness 
turns from its transitory work back upon itself, and 
asserts its own notion and its ceitainty to be what is 
permanent and abidmg as opposed to the experience 
of the fortuitousness of action. In point of fact it 
comes to know its essential principle or notion, m which 
the reahty is only a moment, something for conscious- 
ness, not somethmg in and for itself; it finds that 
reahty to be a passing moment, of significance therefore 
merely as bemg in general, whose universality is one 
and the same with action. This umty, this identity is 
the true work; it is the real intent, the fact of the matter 
{die Sache selbst), which asserts itself at all costs and is 
felt to be the lasting element, independent of “fact” 
which IS the accident of an individual action as such, 
the accident of circumstances, means, and actuahty. 

The mam concern {die Sache selbst) stands opposed 
to these moments only so far as they claim to have a 
value m isolation, but is essentially their umty, because 
identifymg, fusmg, actuahty with individuahty. It is, 
too, an action, and, qua action, pure action in general, 
and thereby just as much action of this individual; and 
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this action, because still appertaining to the individual 
in opposition to actuality, has the sense of a purpose. 
Similarly it is the transition from this specific character 
to the opposite: and finally it is a reality which is 
present objectively for consciousness. The main intent 
thus expresses the essential spiritual substance in which 
aU these moments as independently valid are cancelled 
and transcended and so hold good only as universal; 
and in which the certamty consciousness has regardmg 
itself IS a “fact” — a, real object before consciousness, 
an object born of self-consciousness as its own, without 
ceasing to be a free independent object in the proper 
sense. The “thing”, found at the stage of sense-cer- 
tainty and perception, now gets its significance through 
seH-consciousness, and through it alone On this rests 
the distinction between a thing {Dxng) and a fact (Sache). 
A process is gone through here corresponding to what 
we find in the case of sense-experience and perception. 

SeH-consciousness, then, has attained its true concep- 
tion of itself when this stage of the real intent is reached ; 
it IS the interpenetration of individuality and objec- 
tivity, an interpenetration which has become objective. 
In it self-consciousness has arrived at a consciousness 
of its own substance At the same time, as we find self- 
consciousness here, it is a consciousness of its substance 
which has just arisen, and hence is immediate ; and this 
is the specific way in which we find spirit at the present 
stage: it has not yet reached its truly real substance. 
The objectified intent takes in this immediate conscious- 
ness the form of bare and simple essence {einfachen 
Wesens), which bemg universal, contains all its various 
moments in itself and belongs to them, but, agam, is 
also mdiSerent towards them taken as specific moments, 
and IS independent by itself, and, as this free and 
objective simple abstract “fact”, passes for the essenti- 
ally real {Wesm). The various moments of the original 
determinateness, the moments of the “fact” of this 
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particular individual, Ins purpose, means, action, and 
actual reality, are, on the one hand, particular moments 
for this consciousness, which it can abandon and give up 
for the objectified intent; on the other hand, however, 
they all have this object as their essential nature, but 
only in such a way that it, being their abstract universal, 
can find itself in each of these different moments and 
be then predicate. The objectified intent is not yet 
subject; but those moments stand for subject, because 
they belong to the aspect of mdividualness, while the 
object in mind is only at this stage bare universality. 
It IS the genus which finds itself m all these moments 
as species of itseff, and is equally independent of them. 

Consciousness is called “honest”, when it has on the 
one hand attained this ideahzation {Ideahsmus), which 
objectified intent expresses, and on the other possesses 
the truth in it qua this formal umversahty. Conscious- 
ness when so characterized is solely concerned with 
intended object, and hence occupies itself with its 
various moments or species. And when it does not 
reach this fact in one of these moments, does not find 
the real mtent in one meanmg, it just on that account 
lays hold of the fact in another; and consequently 
always really secures that satisfaction which should 
belong to tins mode of consciousness by its very nature 
{s&inem Begnjfe nach). However thmgs turn out, it 
achieves and secures the objectified intent, for the 
latter, being this universal genus of those moments, 
is the predicate of all. 

Should it not bring a purpose into reality, it has at 
least mUed the purpose, i.e. turns purpose qua purpose, 
mere doing which does nothmg, into the real intent, 
and can therefore maintam and feel consoled that at 
least there has always been something attempted, 
something done. Since the universal contains withm it 
even the negative or the transitormess, this too, the 
self-annihilation of the work, is itself its doing. It has 
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stimulated others towards this, and still finds satis- 
faction in the disappearance of its reality, just as bad 
boys enjoy a personal pleasure in gettuig their ears 
boxed because they are the cause of its being done. Or, 
again, suppose it has not so much as tned to carry out 
the real intent and done nothmg at all, then it has not 
cared', the objectified mtent is for it just the unity of 
its decision with reality, it asserts that the reality 
would be nothing else than its own wish in the matter 
{sein Mogen). Fmally, suppose something of inteiest 
has come its way entirely without its help, then for it 
this reality is the real intent just by the interest which 
it finds therein, although that reality has not been 
produced by its doing. If it is a piece of good luck, 
which has befallen the individual peisonally, he reckons 
it his own act and his own desert; if it is, on the other 
hand, a mere event in the world, which does not con- 
cern him further, he makes it likewise his own, and an 
interest, where he has done nothing, is held as a party 
interest which he has taken up and defended or mam- 
tained, for or against. 

The “Honesty”, or “Honourableness”, of this mode 
of consciousness, as well as the satisfaction which it 
meets with at every point, really consists, as the above 
makes clear, m this, that it does not bnng together its 
ideas legarding the objectified intent. Its own affair 
{seine Sache), no work at aU, or mere action and bare 
purpose, or again a reality involving no action at all — 
all and every one of these are equally the real intent : 
it makes one meaning after another the subject of this 
predicate, and forgets one after the other. By its havmg 
merely willed or, again, in not having cared, the real 
intent has now the meaning of empty purpose, and of 
the merely ideal thought-unity of willing and perform- 
ance. The consolation for the annihilation of the purpose 
which was at aU events wdled or at all events simply 
done, as well as the satisfaction of havmg given others 
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somethmg to do, makes simple domg, or entirely bad 
work, the essential reality; for that must be called a bad 
work which is no work at all. Fmally, in the case of 
finding through good luck the reality at hand, this 
existence without any act becomes the real intent. 

The true meamng of this “Honesty”, however, lies 
in not bemg so honest as it seems. For it cannot be so 
unintelhgent as to let these various moments fall apart 
m that way, it must have an immediate consciousness 
regardmg their opposition, because they are absolutely 
related to one another. Bare action is essentially action 
of this mdmdual, and this action is hkewise essentially 
an actuality or a “fact”. Conversely, actuality essenti- 
ally IS only as his own action, and as action in general 
as well; and ]ust as his own action is action in general, 
so it IS only reahty m general. While, then, he thinks 
he has only to do with' the objectified intent as abstract 
reality, there is also present this idea that he has to do 
with it as his own domg But precisely so far as it is 
only a matter of bemg busy about doing somethmg, he 
IS not really in earnest m the matter, but rather is 
deahng with a “fact”, and with fact as his own. Since, 
finally, he seems to will merely his own “fact” and his 
own action, it is again a matter of deahng with “fact” 
in general or actuality substantial and abidmg {an und 
fur sich hleibende). 

Just as the real intent and its moments appear at this 
stage as content, they are likewise necessary also as 
forms in consciousness. They come forward as content 
merely to pass away again, each malong room for the 
other. They have therefore to be present in the character 
of cancelled and sublated forms- so taken, however, 
they are aspects of consciousness itself. The real mtent 
IS present as the inherent nature or reflexion of con- 
sciousness into self, the oustmg of the moments by 
each other there finds expression, however, m their 
being established in consciousness, not per se, but only 
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for another consciousness. One of the moments of the 
content is exposed by it to the light, and presented as 
an object for others. Consciousness, however, is at the 
same time reflected therefrom back upon itself, and the 
opposite is thus equally present withm it, is retamed 
for itself as its own. There is, too, not one of them which 
could be merely and solely put outside, and another 
merely retamed within; rather, consciousness operates 
alternately mth them, for it has to make one as well 
as another essential for itself and for others. The whole 
IS the movmg process of permeatmg individuality with 
the universal. In that this consciousness finds this 
whole, however, to be merely the simple ultimate 
nature (Wesen) and thus the abstraction of the real 
mtent, the moments of this whole appear as distinct 
outside that object and outside one another. As a smgle 
whole it is only exhaustively exhibited by the process 
of alternately exposing its elements to view and keepmg 
them within itself. Smce in this alternation conscious- 
ness has m its process of reflexion one moment for itself 
and keeps it as essential, while another is merely ex- 
ternally implied or is for others, there thus enters a play 
of individualities with one another, where they both 
deceive and find deceived themselves and one another 
reciprocally. 

An mdmduality, then, sets to work to carry out 
somethmg; by so domg it seems to have made some- 
thmg into an “actual fact”. It acts; by so doing it 
comes out before others, and seems to be concerned 
to secure the reahty of something. Others, therefore, 
take its action to be an interest m the “fact” as such, 
and take the end of the act to be the carrying out of 
the “fact” per se, regardless of whether this is done 
by the former individuahty or by them. When on this 
account they pomt out that this “fact” has been already 
brought about by themselves, or, if not, offer and 
actually furnish their assistance, then they see that 
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consciousness has rather left the position where they 
think it to be; it is its own action and effort, which 
arouses its interest in the “fact”, and when they come 
to know that this was the real intent, the fact of the 
matter, they feel themselves deceived. In reality, 
however, their haste to render assistance was itself 
nothing else than their desire to see and manifest their 
own action and not the objectified intent, i.e. they 
wanted to deceive the other individual just in the way 
they complain of having been deceived. Since there has 
now been brought to hght that its own action and 
effort, the play of its powers, is taken for the real intent, 
consciousness seems to be occupied in its own way on 
its own account and not on that of others, and only to 
be troubled about action qua its own action, and not 
about action qua an action of others, and hence seems 
to let the others in their turn keep to their own “fact”. 
But they go wrong agam; that consciousness has 
already left the point where they thought it was. It is 
not concerned with the matter in hand as “fact” m the 
sense of this its own parhcular fact, but as fact qua fact, 
qua something universal, which is for all Hence it inter- 
feres in the action and work of others; and if conscious- 
ness can no longer take then* work out of their hands, it 
IS at least interested in the matter, and shows this by 
its concern to pass judgment. When it stamps the result 
with the mark of its approval and praise, this is meant 
to imply that m the work it does not merely praise the 
work itself, but at the same time its own generosity 
and moderation m not having destroyed the work as 
work nor spoiled it by finding fault. Since it shows an 
interest in the work, it enjoys its own self therem, and 
in the same way the work which it found fault with is 
welcomed for just this enjoyment of its own action 
which is thereby procured. Those, however, who regard 
themselves as, or profess to be, deceived by this inter- 
ference from others wanted really themselves to de- 
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ceive m the same way. They give out their efforts and 
doings as something only for themselves, in which they 
merely have themselves and them own nature in view 
But since they do something, and thus express their 
nature, bring themselves to the light of day, they 
directly contradict by their deed the pretence of wanting 
to exclude the daylight, i.e. to exclude the publicity of 
universal consciousness, and participation by every 
one. Actuahzation is, on the contrary, an exposing of 
what IS one’s own in a universal element, where it comes 
to be and has to be “fact” for every one. 

There is, then, as much deception of itself as of others, 
if it IS pretended that the “bare fact” is one’s sole con- 
cern. A consciousness that lays open a “fact” soon 
learns that others hurry to the spot and want to make 
themselves busy there, like flies to mdk newly put out; 
and they in their turn find out in its case that it is not 
dealing with “fact” qua object, but with fact as “its 
own”. On the other hand, if only action itself, the use 
of powers and capacities, or the expression of a given 
individuality, is to be the essential thing, they recipro- 
cally learn that all are on the alert and consider them- 
selves invited to deal with the matter, and that instead 
of a mere abstract action, or a single peculiar action, 
something has been elicited and exposed which was 
equally well/o7 otheis or is a real intent. In both cases 
the same thing happens, and only appears to have a 
different significance by contrast with that which was 
accepted and assumed to hold on the matter. Conscious- 
ness finds both sides to be equally essential moments, 
and thereby learns what the nature of the “fact of the 
matter”, the real intent, is, viz. that it is neither merely 
“fact”, which is opposed to action in general and to 
individual action, nor action which is opposed to per- 
manence and IS the genus mdependent of these moments 
as its species. Rather it is an essential reahty whose 
existence means the action of the single individual and 
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of all individiials, and whose action is immediately for 
others, or is a “fact”, and is only “fact” m the sense 
of an action of each and all — ^the essential reality which 
IS the essence of aU beings ( Wesen), which is spiritual 
essence Consciousness learns that no one of these mo- 
ments IS subject, but rather gets dissolved in the 
universal objectified intent. The moments of individu- 
ality, which were taken as subject one after another 
by this unrefiective incoherent stage of consciousness, 
coalesce and concentrate into simple individuality, 
which qua this, is no less immediately universal. The 
real intent thereby ceases to stand m the relation of a 
predicate, loses the characteristic of lifeless abstract 
universality: it is substance permeated by mdividu-'' 
abty • it is subject, wherein is individuality just as much 
qua individual, or qua this, as qua aU individuals : and 
it IS the universal, which has an existence only as 
being this action of each and all, and gets an actual 
reahty m that this consciousness knows it to be its own 
individual reality, and the reality of aU. Pure objectified 
intent is what was characterized above as the “cate- 
gory” — ^being which is the ego, or ego which is being, 
but m the sense of thought, which is stfil distinguished 
from actual self-consciousness Here, however, the 
moments of actual self-consciousness — ^both so far as 
we call them its content (purpose, action, and reality), 
and also in so far as we call them its form (being-for- 
self and being-for-another) — are made identical with 
the bare and simple category itself, and the category 
IS thereby at the same time the entire content. 
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The next step in the development of individuality is to bzmg out the 
imiveisal conditions of its co existence with othei individualities This 
it can do because it is complete in itself, and is essentially self conscious 
leason These conditions aie many, because of the diveisity of its own 
content and of the lelations m winch it stands , and aie yet the conditions 
of individuality which is one and single Hence their plurality nevei im- 
plies a separation, the conditions limit each other’s operation and then 
precise operation must be deterimned 

These, then, are the two stages in determmmg the geneial condxtioii& or 
laws of CO -existence of individuality ( 1 ) the enunciation of different laws' 
by and for rational mdmduality, (2) the relation of these laws ^nter se,' 
and to the single prmciple fiom which they all pioceed Both stages owe 
their existence to the activity of leason Reason promulgates laws, and 
criticizes, tests the validity of, the laws 
Hence the two following sections 
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SpmiTtJAL essential reality is, in its bare existence, 
pure consciousness, and also this self-consciousness. 
,The originally determinate nature of the individual 
has lost its positive significance of being inherently the 
element and purpose of his activity; it is merely a 
superseded moment, while the mdividual is a self in the 
sense of a universal self. Conversely the formal “real 
intend’ 'gets its' 'fillihg 'from active self-differentiatmg 
individuality; for the distinctions wlthm mdividuality 
compose the content of that universal. The category is 
implicit {an sich) as the universal of pure consciousness ; 
it IS also explicit {fiir sich), for the self of consciousness 
is likewise its moment. It is absolute being, for that 
universality is the bare self-identity of bemg. 

Thus what is ob 3 ect for consciousness has (now) the 
significance of being the true; it is and it holds good, in 
the sense of being and holdmg good by itself as an 
independent entity {an und fur sich selbst). It is the 
“absolute fact”, which no longer suffers from the oppo- 
sition of certainty and its truth, between universal and 
individual, between purpose and its reality, but whose 
existence is the reality and action of self-consciousness. 
This “fact” is therefore the ethical substance; and con- 
sciousness of it is ethical consciousness. Its object is 
likewise taken to be the truth, for it combines self- 
consciousness and being in a single umty. It stands for 
what IS absolute, for self-consciousness cannot and will 1 
not again go beyond this object because it is there at 
home with itself: it cannot, for the object is all power, 
and all being: it mil not, because the object is its self, 
or the will of this self. It is the real object inherently 
as object, for it contains and involves the distinction 
which consciousness implies. It divides itself into areas 
or spheres {Massen) which are the determinate laws of 
the absolute re ality [viz. the ethical substance]. These 
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spheres, however, do not obscure the notion, for the 
moments (being, bare consciousness and self) are kept 
contamed within it — ^a unity which constitutes the inner 
nature of these spheres, and no longer lets these mo- 
ments in this distinction fall apart from one another. 

These laws or spheres {Massen) of the substance of 
ethical life are directly recognized and acknowledged. 
We cannot ask for their origin and justification, nor is 
there somethmg else to search for as their warrant ; for 
something other than this independent self-subsistent 
reahty {an und fur s%ch seyendes Wesen) could only be 
self-consciousness itself. But self-consciousness is nothing 
else than this reality, for itself is the self-existence of 
this reality, which is the truth just because it is as much 
the self of consciousness as its inherent nature {sein 
Ansich), or pure consciousness. 

Since self-conscionsness knows itself to be a moment 
of this substance, the moment of self -existence (of 
independence and seH-determmation), it expresses the 
existence of the law within itself in the form: “the 
healthy natural reason knows immediately what is 
right and good”. As healthy reason knows the law 
immediately, so the law is valid for it also immediately, 
and it says directly: “this is right and good”. The 
emphasis is on “fMs” . there are determmate specific . 
laws; there is the “fact itself” with a concrete filling 
and content. 

What is thus given immediately must likewise be 
accepted and regarded as immediate. As in the case 
of the immediacy of sense-experience, so here we have 
also to consider the nature of the existence to which 
this immediate certamty in ethical experience gives 
expression — ^to analyse the constitution of the im- 
mediately existing areas {Massen) of ethical reality. 
Examples of some such laws wiU show what we want 
to know; and since we take them in the form of 
declarations of the healthy reason knowing them, we 
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have not, in this connexion, to introduce the moment 
which has to he made good in their case when looked 
at as immediate ethical laws. 

“Every one ought to speak the truth.” In this duty, 
as expressed unconditionally, the condition will at once 
he granted, viz. ^f he knows the truth. The command 
wiU therefore now run: everyone should speak the 
truth, at aU times according to his knowledge and con- 
viction about it. The healthy reason, this very ethical 
consciousness which knows immediately what is right 
and good, will explain that this condition had all the 
while been so bound up with that universal maxim 
that it meant the command to be taken in that sense. 
It thereby admits, however, in point of fact, that in 
the very expression of the maxim it eo ipso really 
violated it. The healthy reason said: “each should 
speak the truth”; it intended, however: “he must 
speak the truth accordmg to his Imowledge and con- 
viction”. That IS to say, it spoke otherwise than it 
intended, and to speak otherwise than one intends 
means not speakmg the truth. The improved untruth, 
or maptitude now takes the form “each must speak 
the truth according to his knowledge and conviction 
about it on each occasion”. Thereby, however, what 
was universally necessary and absolutely valid (and 
this the proposition wanted to express) has turned 
round into what is really a complete contmgency. For 
speakmg the truth is left to the chance whether I know 
it and can convmce myself of it; and there is nothmg 
more in the statement than that truth and falsehood 
are to be spoken, just as anyone happens to know, 
mtend, and understand. This contingency in the con- 
tent has universality merely in the propositional form 
of the expression; but as an ethical maxim the propo- 
sition promises a imiversal and necessary content, and 
thus contradicts itself by the content bemg contingent. 
Finally, if the maxim were to be improved by saying 
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that the contingency of the knowledge and the con- 
viction as to the truth should be dropped, and that 
the truth, too, '‘‘‘ought'" to be known, then this would 
be a command which contradicts straightway what we 
started from. Healthy reason was at first assumed to 
have the immediate capacity of expressing the truth; 
now, however, we are saymg that it “ought” to know 
the truth, i.e. that it does not immediately know how 
to express the truth. Lookmg at the content, this has 
dropped out m the demand that we “should” know the 
truth, for this demand refers to knowing m general — 
“we ought to know". What is demanded is, therefore, 
strictly speakmg, something mdependent of every 
specific content. But here the whole point of the 
statement concerned a definite content, a distinction 
involved m the substance of the ethical life. Yet this 
immediate determination of that substance is a content 
of such a kind as turned out really to be a complete 
contingency, and when we try to get the required 
universality and necessity by making the law refer to 
the knowledge [instead of to the content], then the con- 
tent really disappears altogether. 

Another celebrated command runs: “Love thy 
neighbour as thyself.” It is directed to an mdmdual 
standmg in relation to another individual, and asserts 
this law as a relation of a particular individual to a 
particular individual, i e. a relation of sentiment or 
feeling (Empfindung). Active love — ^for an inactive 
love has no existence, and is therefore doubtless not 
intended here^ — aims at removing evil from someone 
and brmgmg him good. To do this we have to distinguish 
what the evil is, what is the appropriate good to meet 
this evil, and what in general his well-bemg consists m ; 
i.e. we have to love him mteUigently. Unintelligent 
love will do him harm perhaps more than hatred. 

^ Cp Kant, Gioundwoik of the Metaphysic of Morals Sect. 1 Critique 
of Practical Reason. Analytic c 3 
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Intelligent, veritable (wesenthch) well-doing is, however, 
in its richest and most important form the intelligent 
universal action of the state — an action compared with 
which the action of a particular individual as such is 
somethmg altogether so trifling that it is hardly worth 
talking about. The action of the state is in this con- 
nexion of such great weight and strength that if the 
action of the individual were to oppose it, and either 
sought to be straightway and deliberately {fiir sich) 
criminal, or out of love for another wanted to cheat 
the universal out of the right and claim which it has 
upon him, such action would be useless and would 
inevitably be annihilated. Hence all that well-doing, 
which lies in sentiment and feelmg, can mean is an 
action wholly and solely particular, a help at need, 
which is as contingent as it is momentary. Chance 
determmes not merbly its occasion, but also whether it 
IS a “work” at all, whether it is not at once dissipated 
agam, and whether it does not itself really turn to evil. 
Thus this sort of action for the good of others, which 
is given out as necessary, is so constituted that it may 
just as likely not exist as exist; is such that if the occa- 
sion by chance arises, it may possibly be a “work”, 
may possibly be good, but just as likely may not. This 
law, therefore, has as little of a universal content as 
the first above considered, and fails to express anythmg 
substantial, somethmg objectively real per se {an und 
fur nch), which it should do if it is to be an absolute 
ethical law. In other words, such laws never get further 
than the ‘‘^ought to be”, they have no actual reality; 
they are not laws, bu,t merely commands. 

It is, however, in ponit of fact, clear from the very 
nature of the case that we must renounce all claim to 
an absolute universal content. Tor every specific de- 
termmation which the simple substance (and its very 
nature consists m being simple) might obtain is 
inadequate to its nature. The command itself in its 
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simple absoluteness expresses immediate ethical exis- 
tence ; the distinction appearing in it is a specific deter- 
minate element, and thus a content standing under 
the absolute universality of this simple existence. 
Since, then, an absolute content must thus be re- 
nounced, formal universality is the only kind that is 
possible and suitable, and this means merely that it 
is not to contradict itself. For universality devoid of 
content is formal; and an absolute content amounts 
to a distinction which is no distmction, i.e. means 
absence of content.^ 

In default of all content there is thus nothmg left 
with which to make a law but the bare form of univer- 
sality, in fact, the mere tautology of consciousness, a 
tautology which stands over agamst the content, and 
consists in a knowledge, not of the content actually 
existmg, the content proper, but oi its ultimate essence 
only, a knowledge of its self-identity. 

The ethical inner essence is consequently not itself 
'pso facto a content, but only a standard for deciding 
whether a content is capable of being a law or not, i.e. 
yhether the content does not contradict itself. Reason 
B law-giver is reduced to being reason as criterion; 
istead of laying down laws reason now only tests what 
is laid down. 


^ The above criticism applies to Kant’s “categorical imperative”. 
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A DIEEERBNCE -Within the bare and simple ethical sub- 
stance IS for it an accident, which, m the case of deter- 
mmate commands, as we saw, appeared as contingency, 
in the knowledge of the circumstances and contingency^^ 
in action. The comparison of that simple existence with\ ' 
the determmateness which was inadequate to its nature ' 
took place in us, and the simple substance was then 
seen to be formal universality or pure consciousness, 
which holds itself free from and in opposition to the 
content, and is a knowledge of that content as some- 
thmg determinate. The universality in this way remains 
the same as what the objectified intent was. But in 
consciousness this uhiveisahty is somethmg different, 
it IS no longer the genus, mert and void of thought, but 
IS related to the particular and valid as its force and 
truth. i 

This consciousness at first seems the same process of 
testmg which formerly we carried on, and its actioi^ 
seems unable to be anythmg else than has ahead, 
taken place — a comparison of the universal -with ths 
determmate particular which would yield as formerly 
their mutual mcongruity. But the relation of content 
to universal is different here, since this universal has 
got another significance. It is formal universality, of 
which the specific consent is capable; for in that uni- 
versality the content is considered merely in relation 
to itself When we were applying the test, the universal 
sokd substance stood over against that specificity, 
which proved to be a contingent element of the con- 
sciousness into which the substance entered. Here one 
term of the comparison has vamshed, the universal 
is no longer the existmg substance -with a value all its 
own, IS no longer substantive right per se, but simple 
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knowledge or form, which compares a content merely 
with itself, and looks at it to see if it is a tautology. 
Laws are no longer given, hut examined and tested; 
and for that consciousness which applies the test the 
laws are already given. It picks up their content as 
simply there, without going into the consideration (as 
was done before) of the particularity and contmgency 
attachmg to its reality; instead of this it takes its 
stand by the command as command, and takes up an 
attitude towards this command ]ust as direct and 
simple as [the fact of] its bemg a standard and criterion 
for criticizing it. 

For that reason, however, this process of testing does 
not get very far. Just because the standard is a tau- 
tology and indifferent to the content, it accepts one 
content ]ust as readily as the opposite. Suppose the 
question is: — ought it to be a law without qualification 
{an und fur s%ch) that there should be property? 
Without qualification, and not because of utility for 
other ends: — -the essential ethical truth consists just 
in the fact that the law should be merely a s^-cdn- 
sis tent whole i8%ch selbsf _gle^che), and through being 
identical with itself have its ground in its own essen- 
tial nature, and not be something conditioned. Pro- 
perty per se does not contradict itself. It is a specifically 
determinate isolated element, or merely self-identical 
{stch selbst gleich) Absence of property, absence of 
ownership of things, or agam, community of goods, 
contradicts itself just as little. That something belong 
to nobody at all, or to the first best man who puts 
himself in possession, or, agam, to all together, and to 
each accordmg to his need or m equal portions — ^that 
IS a simple characteristic, a formal thought, like its 
opposite, property. 

If indeed no one is master of a thing and it is looked 
at as a necessary object for human requirement, then 
it IS necessary that it should become the possession of 
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some particular individual; and the contradiction 
would rather lie in making a law out of the freedom 
of the thing. By the thing being without an owner is 
meant, however, not absolute freedom from ownership, 
but that it shall come into someone’s possession ac- 
cording to the need of the individual, and, moreover, 
not in order to be kept but directly to be used. But to 
make provision for need in such an entirely haphazard 
manner is contradictory to the nature of the conscious 
bemg, with whom alone we have here to do For such a - 
being has to think of his need in a universal way, to ; 
look to his existence in its entirety, and procure him- 
self a permanent lasting good. This being so, the idea . 
that a thing is to become by chance the possession of 
the first seh-conscious individual (Leben) who happens 
to need it, is inconsistent with itself. 

In a commumstic society, where provision would be 
made m a way which is universal and permanent, either 
each comes to have as much as he requires — ^m which 
case there is a contradiction between this inequality 
and the essential nature of consciousness, whose prm- 
ciple IS the equality of individuals — or, actmg on 
this last principle, there is an equal division of goods, 
and m this case the share each gets has no relation to 
his needs, and yet this is solely what “share”, i.e. fair 
share, really means. 

But if when taken in this way absence of property 
seems contradictory, this is only because it has not been 
left in the form of a simple determinate characteristic. 
The same result is found m the case of property if this 
IS resolved into separate moments. The particular thing 
which IS my property has by bemg so the value of some- 
thmg universal, estabhshed, and permanent. This, how- 
ever, contradicts its nature, which consists in its bemg 
used and passing away. At the same time its value lies 
m bemg mme, which all others acknowledge and keep 
themselves away from. But ]ust m my being acknow- 
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ledged lies rather my equality, my identity, with every 
one — the opposite of exclusion. 

Agam, what I possess is a thing, i.e an existence, 
which is there for others in general, quite universally 
and without any condition that it is for me alone. 
That I possess it contradicts the general nature of its 
thmghood Property therefore contradicts itself on all 
hands just as much as absence of property; each has 
within it both these opposite and self-contradictory 
moments, universality and particularity. 

But each of these determmate characteristics, pre- 
sented simply as property or absence of property 
without further developmg its imphcations, is as simple 
as the other, i e is not self -contradictory. The standard 
of law Avhich reason has withm itself therefore fits 
every case m the same way, and yis in point of fact no 
standard at all. It would, too, turn out rather strange, 
if tautology, the prmciple of contradiction, which is 
allowed to be meiely a formal criterion for knowledge 
of theoretical' truth, i.e something which , is quite 
mdifferent to truth and untruth ahl^e, were to be more 
than this for knowledge of practical truth. 

In both the above moments of what fills up the 
previous emptmess of spiritual reality {geistigen Wesens) 
the attempt to estabhsh immediate determinate char- 
acteristics withm the substance of the ethical life, and 
then to know whether these determmations are laws, 
has cancelled itself The outcome, then, seems to be 
that neither determmate laws nor a knowledge of 
these can be obtamed But the substance in question 
IS the consciousness of itself as absolute essentiality 
{Wesenheit), a consciousness therefore which can give 
up neither the difference fallmg withm that substance, 
nor the knowledge of this difference. That givmg laws 
and testmg laws have turned out futile indicates that 
both, taken mdividuaUy and in isolation, are merely 
unstable moments of the ethical consciousness; and 
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the process in which they appear has the formal 
significance, that the substance of ethical life thereby 
expresses itself as consciousness. 

So far as both these moments are more precise deter- 
minations of the consciousness of the real mtent {Sache 
selbst) they can be looked on as forms of that honesty 
of nature (Ehrhchhezt) which now, as always with its 
formal moments, is much occupied with a content 
which “ought to be” good and right, and with testmg 
definite fixed truth of this sort, and supposes itself to 
possess m healthy reason and mtelligent insjght the 
force and vahdity of ethical commands. 

Without this honesty of nature, however, laws do not 
have vahdity as essential realities of consciousness, and 
the process of testmg likewise does not hold good as an 
activity inside consojousness. Rather, these moments, 
when they appear directly as a reahty each by itself, 
express m the one case an mvahd establishment and 
mere de facto existence of actual laws, and m the other 
an equally mvahd detachment from them. The law as 
determmate has an accidental content: this means here 
that it IS a law made by a particular mdividual con- 
scious of an arbitrary content. To legislate immediately 
m that way is thus t3?rannical msolence and wickedness, 
which makes caprice mto a law, and morahty mto 
obedience to such caprice — obedience to laws which 
are merely laws and not at the same time commands. 
So, too, the second process, testmg the laws, so far as it 
IS taken by itself, means movmg the immovable, and 
the msolence of knowledge, which treats absolute laws 
in a spirit of mtellectual detachment, and takes them 
for a caprice that is ahen and external to it. 

In both forms these moments are negative in rela- 
tion to the ethical substance, to the real spiritual 
nature. In other words, the substance does not find in 
them its reahty: but instead consciousness contains 
the substance still in the form of its own immediacy; 
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and the substance is, as yet, only a process of w illing 
and knowing on the part of this individual, or the 
“ought” of an unreal command and a knowledge of 
formal umversahty. But since these modes were can- 
celled, consciousness has passed back into the universal 
and those oppositions have vanished. The spiritual 
reahty is actual substance precisely through these 
modes not holdmg good individually, but merely as 
cancelled and transcended; and the umty where they 
are merely moments is the self of consciousness which 
is henceforth estabhshed withm the spiritual reahty, and 
makes that spirit concrete, actual, and seH-conscious. 

Spiritual reahty {das geistige Wesen) is thus, in the 
first place, for self-consciousness m the shape of a law 
impheitly existing. The universality present in the 
process of testmg, which was of a formal kind and not 
inherently existent, is transcended. The law is, too, 
an eternal law, which does not have its ground in the 
wiU of a given mdiyidual, but has a bemg all its own 
{an und fur sich), the pure and absolute will of aU 
which takes the form of immediate existence. This wiU 
is, again, not a command which merely ought to be; it 
is and has validity; it is the universal ego of the cate- 
gory, ego which is immediately reahty, and the world 
is only this reality. Since, however, this existmg law 
is absolutely vahd, the obedience given by self-con- 
sciousness is not service rendered to a master, whose 
orders are mere caprice and m which it does not 
recognize its own nature. On the contrary, the laws are 
thoughts of its own absolute consciousness, thoughts 
which are its own immediate possession. Moreover, 
it does not believe in them, for belief, while it no doubt 
sees the essential nature, still gazes at an alien essence 
— ^not its own. The ethical self-consciousness is directly 
at one with the essential reality, in virtue of the uni- 
versality of its own self. Belief, on the other hand, 
begins "with an individual consciousness; it is a process 
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in which this consciousness is always approaching this 
unity, without ever hemg able to find itself at home 
with its essential nature. The above consciousness, on 
the other hand, has transcended itseK as individual, this 
mediating process is completed, and only because of this, 
IS it immediate self-consciousness of ethical substance. 

The distmction, then, of self-consciousness from the 
essential nature {W esen) is completely transparent. 
Because of this the distinctions found withm that nature 
itself are not accidental characteristics. On the contrary, 
because of the umty of the essence with self-conscious- 
ness (from which alone discordance, mcongruity, might 
have come), they are articulated groups [Massen) of the 
umtypermeated by its own life, unsundered spirits trans- 
parent to themselves, stamless forms and shapes of 
heaven, that preservt^ amidst their differences the un- 
tarnished innocence and concord of their essentialnature. 

Self-consciousness, agam, stands Irkeivise m a simple 
and clear relation to those different laws. They are 
and nothmg more— this is what constitutes the con- 
sciousness of its relation to them. Thus, Antigone takes 
them for the unwritten and unerring laws of the god — 

now, indeed, nor ye’^terday, but for aye 
It lives, and no man knows what tune it came 

They are. If I ask for their origin, and confine them 
to the pomt whence they arose, that puts me beyond 
them, for it is I who am now the universal, while they 
are the conditioned and limited. If they are to get the 
sanction of my insight, I have already shaken their 
immovable nature, their inherent constancy, and re- 
gard them as somethmg which is perhaps true, but 
possibly may also be not true, so far as I am concerned. 
True ethical sentiment consists just in holding fast and 
unshaken by what is right, and abstaimng altogether 
from what would move or shake it or derive it. Suppose 
a deposit has been made over to me on trust, it is tbe 

^ Sophocles, AnUgone, 1 466-7 
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property of another, and I recognize it because it is 
so, and remain immovable m this relation towards it. 
But if I keep the deposit for myself, then, according 
to the principle I use in testmg laws — ^tautology — I un- 
doubtedly do not commit a contradiction, for m that 
case I do not regard it any longer as the property of 
another. To keep anythmg which I do not look on as 
the property of some one else is perfectly consistent 
Changmg the pomt of view is not contradiction, foi 
what we have to do with is not the pomt of view, but 
the object and content, which is not to contradict itself. 
Just as I can — as I do, when I give somethmg away 
m a present — ^alter the view that somethmg is mine 
mto the view that it is the property of another, with- 
out being thereby guilty of a contradiction, so too I 
can proceed the other way about. It is not, then, 
because I find something not contradictmg itself that 
it IS right; but it is right because it is the right. That 
somethmg is the property of another, this lies at the 
basis of what I do. I have not to “reason why”, nor 
to seek out or hit upon thoughts of all lands, con- 
nexions, aspects; I have to think neither of giving 
laws nor of testing them. By all such thought-processes 
on my part I should stultify that relation, smce in 
pomt of fact I could, if I hked, make the opposite suit 
my indeterminate tautological knowledge just as well, 
and make that the law But whether this or the opposite 
determination is the right, that is settled just as it 
stands (a-n und fur sich). I might, for my own part, 
have made the law whichever I wanted, and neither 
of them just as well, and am, by my begmnmg to test 
them, thereby already on an immoral track. That the'* 
right is there for me just as it stands — ^this places me 
withm the substance of ethical reahty: and in this way 
that substance is the essence of self-consciousness. But 
self-consciousness, agam, is its actualization and its 
existence, its self, and its wiU. 
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SPIRIT 

yRBASON IS spirit, when its certainty of being all leality 
has been raised to the level of truth, and reason is 
consc%ously aware of itself as its own world, and of the 
world as itself. The development of spirit was indicated 
in the immediately preceding movement of mind, 
where the object of consciousness, the category pure 
and simple, rose to be the notion of reason. When 
reason “obpscrves”, this pure unity of ego and exis tence, 
the unity of subjectivity arid objectivity, of for-itself- 
ness and in-itself-ness — this unity is immanent, has 
the character of implicitness or of being, and conscious- 
ness of reason finds itself. But the true nature of “ob- 
servation” IS rather the transcendence of this instinct 
of finding its object lying directly at hand, and passing 
beyond this unconscious state of its existence. The 
directly perceived (angeshcaut) category, the thing 
simply “found”, enters consciousness as the self- 
existence of the ego — ego. which now knows itself in 
the objective reality, and knows itself there as the 
self. But this feature of the category, viz of being 
for-itseH as opposed to being — ^immanent — ^withm — 
itself, IS equally one-sided, and a moment that cancels 
itself. The category therefore gets for consciousness the 
character which it possesses in its universal tiuth — 
it IS self-contained essential reality {an und fursich- 
seyendes Wesen). This character, still abstract, which 
constitutes the nature of absolute fact, of “fact itself”, 
is the begmnings of “spiritual reality” {das geistige 
Wesen); and its mode of consciousness is here a formal 
knowledge of that reality, a knowledge which is occu- 

'pied with the ’varied and manifold content thereof. 
This consciousness is stiU, in point of fact, a particular 
individual distmct from the general substance, and 
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either prescribes arbitrary laws or thinks it possesses 
within its own knowledge as such the laws as they 
absolutely are {an und fiir sich), and takes itself to be 
the power that passes judgment on them. Or again, 
looked at from the side of the substance, this is seen 
to be the self-contained and self-sufficient spiritual 
reality, which is not yet a consciousness of its own self. 
The self-contained and self-sufficient reality, however, 
which is at once aware of being actual in the form of 
consciousness and presents itself to itself, is Spirit. 

Its essential spiritual bemg {Wesen) has been above 
designated as the ethical substance; spirit, however, is 
concrete ethical actuality {W%rhlic'hheit). Spirit is the 
self of the actual consciousness, to which spirit stands 
opposed, or rather which appears over against itself, as 
an objective actual world that has lost, however, all 
sense of strangeness for the self, just as the self has lost 
all sense of having a dependent or independent existence 
by itself, cut off and separated from that world. Being 
substance and universal self -identical permanent essence 
{Wesen), spirit is the immovable irreducible basis and 
the starting point for the action of all and every one; 
it IS their purpose and their goal, because the ideally 
implicit nature {Ansich) of aU self-consciousnesses. This 
substance is likewise the universal product, wrought 
and created by the action of each and aU, and con- 
stitutmg their unity and likeness and identity of mean- 
ing; for it IS self -existence {Fursichseyn), the seK, action. 
Q^la substance, spirit is unbendmg righteous self- 
sameness, self -identity, but qua for-itself, seh-existent 
and self-determined {Fursichseyn), its contmuity is 
resolved into discrete elements, it is the self-sacrificing 
soul of goodness, the benevolent essential nature in 
which each fulfils his own special work, rends the con- 
tinuum of the universal substance, and takes his own 
share of it. This resolution of the essence mto mdmdual 
forms IS just the aspect of the separate action and the 
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separate seK of all the several individuals, it is the 
moving soul of the ethical substance, the resultant 
umversal spiritual bemg. Just because this substance 
IS a being resolved in the self, it is not a lifeless essence, 
but actual and alive. 

Spirit IS thus the self-supporting absolutely real 
ultimate being {Wesen). All the previous modes of 
consciousness are abstractions from it: they are 
constituted by the fact that spirit analyses itself, 
distingmshes its moments, and halts at each individual 
mode in turn. The isolatmg of such moments pre- 
supposes spirit itself and requires spirit for its subsist- 
ence, in other words, this isolation of modes only 
exists within spirit, which is existence. Taken in isolation 
they appear as if they existed as they stand. But their 
advance and return upon their real ground and essential 
being showed that they are merely moments or vanish- 
ing quantities ; and this essential bemg is precisely this 
movement and resolution of these moments. Here, 
where spirit, the reflexion of these moments into itself, 
has become established, our reflexion may briefly re- 
call them in this connexion: they were consciousness, 
self-consciousness, and reason. Spirit is thus Conscious- 
ness m general, which contains sense-certainty, per- 
ception and understandmg, so far as in analysing its 
own self it holds fast by the moment of bemg a reality 
objective to itself, and by abstraction elimmates the 
fact that this reahty is its own self objectified, its own 
self -existence When agam it holds fast by the other 
abstract moment produced by analysis, the fact that 
its object IS its own self become objective to itseh, is its 
self-existence, then it is Self-consciousness. But as 
immediate consciousness of its mherent and its explicit 
being, of its immanent self and its objective self, as 
the unity of consciousness and self-consciousness, it is 
that type of consciousness which has Reason; it is the 
consciousness which, as the word “have” mdicates. 
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has the object in a shape which is implicitly and in- 
herently lational, or is categorized, but in such a way 
that the object is not yet taken by the consciousness in 
question to have the value of a category Spirit here is 
that consciousness from the immediately preceding 
consideration of which we have arrived at the present 
stage. Fmally, when this reason, which spirit “7tas”, 
IS seen by spirit to be reason which actually is, to be 
reason which is actual in spirit, and is its world, then 
spirit has come to its truth; it is spirit, the essential 
nature of ethical life actually existent. 

Spirit, so far as it is the immediate truth, is the 
ethical life of a nation: — the individual, which is a 
world It has to advance to the consciousness of what 
it IS immediately, it has to abandon and transcend 
the beautiful simplicity of ethical life, and get to a 
knowledge of itself by passing through a series of stages 
and forms. The distmction between these and those 
that have gone before consists m their being real 
spiritual individualities [Oeister), actuahties proper, 
and instead of being forms merely of consciousness, 
they are forms of a world. 

The living ethical world is spirit in its truth. As it 
first comes to an abstract knowledge of its essential 
nature, ethical life {Sittlichkeit) is destroyed in the 
formal universality of right or legahty {Becht). Spirit, 
being now sundered within itself, traces one of its 
worlds in the element of its objectivity as m a crass 
solid actuality; this is the realm of Culture and Civiliza- 
tion , while over agamst this in the element of thought 
IS traced the world of Belief or Faith, the realm of the 
Inner Life and Truth {Wesen). Both worlds, however, 
when in the grip of the notion — ^when grasped by 
spirit which, after this loss of self through self-diremp- 
tion, penetrates itself — are thrown into confusion and 
revolutionized through individual Insight {Einsicht), 
and the general diffusion of this attitude, known as 
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the “Enhghtenment” (Aufklarung). And the realm 
which had thus been divided and expanded into the 
“present” and the “remote beyond”, into the “here” 
and the “yonder”, turns back into self-consciousness. 
This self-consciousness, again, taking now the form of 
Morality (the tnner moral life) apprehends itself as the 
essential truth, and the real essence as its actual self, 
no longer puts its world and its ground and basis away 
outside itself, but lets everything fade into itself, and 
in the form of Conscience (Gemssen) is spirit sure and 
certain {gevnss) of itself. 

The ethical world, the world rent asunder into the 
“here” and the “yonder”, and the moral point of view 
{motahsche Weltanschauung), are, then, individual forms 
of spirit {Geister) whose process and whose return 
into the self of spirit, a self simple and self-existent 
{fursichseyend), will be developed. As these attain 
their goal and final result, the actual self-consciousness 
of Absolute Spirit will make its appearance and be 
their outcome. 



A 


OBJECTIVE SPIRIT 1— THE ETHICAL ORDER® 

Spirit, in its ultimate simple truth, is consciousness, 
and breaks asunder its moments from one another. 
An act divides spirit into spiritual substance on the 
one side, and consciousness of the substance on the 
other; and divides the substance as well as conscious- 
ness. The substance appears in the shape of a universal 
inner nature and purpose standing m contrast to itself 
qtut individuahzed reality. The middle or mediatmg 
term, infinite in character, is seh-consciousness, which, 
being implicitly the umty of itself and that substance, 
becomes so, now, exphcitly [fur sich), unites the 
universal inner nature and its particular realization, 
raises the latter to the former and acts ethically: and, 
on the other hand, brings the former down to the latter 
and carries out the purpose, the substance presented 
merely in thought. In this way it brings to light the 
unity of its self and the substance, and produces this 
unity in the form of its “work”, and thus as actual 
concrete fact ( Wirklichkeit) 

When consciousness breaks up into these elements, 
the simple substance has in part acquired the attitude 
of opposition to self-consciousness; in part it thereby 
manifests in itself the very nature of consciousness, 
which consists m distinguishmg its own content within 
itself — ^manifests it as a world articulated into its 
spheres. The substance is thus an ethical being split 
up mto distinct elemental forms, a human and a divine 
law. In the same way, the self-consciousness appearmg 
over against the substance assigns itself, m virtue of its 
nmer nature, to one of these powers, and, qm involving 
knowledge, gets broken up into ignorance of what it is 
doing on the one hand, and knowledge of this on the 

^ Der wahre Geist. 2 Sittlichkeit. 
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other, a knowledge which for that reason proves a 
deception. It learns, therefore, through its own act at 
once the contradictory nature of those powers into 
which the inner substance divided itself, and their 
mutual overthrow, as well as the contradiction between 
its knowledge of the ethical character of its act and what 
IS truly and essentially ethical, and so finds its own 
destruction. In point of fact, however, the ethical 
substance has by this process become actual concrete 
self-consciousness: in other words this particular self 
has become self-sufficient and self-dependent — {An- 
und Fursichseyenden), but precisely thereby the ethical 
order has been overthrown and destroyed. 



a 


THE ETHICAL WORLD LAW HUMAN AND DIVINE 
MAN AND WOMAN 


The step in the analysis of spirit is to take spirit as a realized 
actual social order, immediately given as a historical fact, and present 
diiectly to the mmds of the individuals composing it Tim is social life 
as an established loutine of human adjustments, natural 

characteristics and constitution of its moral individuals are absorbed 
and built into the single substance of the living social whole It is spirit 
as an objectively embodied whole of essentially spiritual mdmduals, 
without any consciousness of opposition to one another or to the 
whole, and with an absolute unbroken sense of their own security 
and fulfilment within the substance of social mind It is spirit 
at the level of naive acquiescence m the law and order of con- 
ventional life 

But such a self -complete type of experience has various levels of 
lealization It cannot exist except through the union of opposing ele- 
ments , and the cential principle of all experience, self-consciousness, 
which assumes here such a concrete form, has abundant material on 
which to exercise its function of creatmg and unitmg distmctions The 
fir-^t level is determmed by the fact that the substance of social life is 
constituted out of the quasi natural phenomena of human genus and 
species, of race and nationality, on the one hand, and the purely natural 
element of specialized individual sex on the other These two aspects 
go together, the sex relations of mdividuals mamtam race and nation- 
ality, the nation lives m and through its sexually distinct individuals 
The social order as an ordei is realized and mamtamed in the medium 
of these elements The fact that thus order is an order of universal mmd 
gives it a permanence, an inviolability, an absoluteness, which aie 
inseparable from it, so inseparable that the order is looked on as having 
its roots in the Absolute Mmd, and as deriving its authority from it 
The social order on this aspect consists of a divmely established and 
divmely sanctioned regime, the gods are the guardians of the city, of 
the hearth and the home On the other hand the expression of this order 
vanes, and is enunciated from time to time m the history of a community. 
The order m this sense is made by man, the law of the social order thus 
becomes a human law, determmed by human conditions and human 
ends, it IS a round of conventions and customs These two forms of 
order are inseparable in the life of a community, and they subsist 
together and side by side at this level of social consciousness They 
may lead to conflict m the life of the mdividnal in the commumty, and 
have to be reconciled by force or otherwise , and they become associated 
and connected with the fundamental diHerences of individuality above 
referred to 
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The analysis of this level of social life constituted as above furnishes 
the argument of the foUowmg section With Hegel’s tieatment of the 
relationships holding between Husband and Wife, Parents and Children, 
Brothers and Sisters should be read Aristotle’s discussion of social 
fellowship in Eth Nicom Bks VHI, IX 



THE ETHICAL WORLD LAW HUMAN AND DIVINE 
MAN AND WOMAN 


The simple substance of spirit, being consciousness, 
divides itself into parts. In other words, just as con- 
sciousness of abstract sensuous existence passes over 
into perception, so does immediate certainty of real 
ethical existence; and just as for sense-perception bare 


“being” becomes a “thing” with many . .prope rties, so 
for ethical perception a given act beconies a reality 
involving many ethical relations. For the former, again, 
the unnecessary plurality of prfflD^^jsat^entrates 
itself into the form of an essenti^^^"^ ^between 
individual and universal, and sti| -e latter, 

which IS consciousness purified f dal, the 


itself into the form of an essenti|*^^ “between 

individual and universal, and sti| -e latter, 

which IS consciousness purified f dal, the 

plurality of ethical moments is r^ .assumes 

a twofold form, that of a law 4 -y and a 

law of universality. Each of th^ 'masses” 

of the substance remains, howevel .^pntirety. 

If m sense-perception “thmgs” bf Wbstan- 

tial reality than the two determi 4dividual 

and universal, these determinaf in the 

present mstance, merely the su m , wsition of 

both sides to one another. > ^ 

Individuality, m the case of M -'f'esew) we 

are here considermg, has the sg ,self-con- ' 

sciousness in general, not of ai^ bnscious- 

ness we care to take. The ethic# • thus, in 

this determination actual concai .||Absolute 

Spirit reahzed in the plurahty j^usnesses 

definitely existing. It [this s] M| ^nmunity 

{Qemeinwesen) which, as we of the 

practicai embodiment of reason in general, came 
before us as the absolute and ultimate reality, and 


which here comes objectively before itself in its true 
nature as a conscious ethical;fe^lj|^,'j^jfe5c?4), and as 
the essential reality for that .^^J^^^onsciousness we 
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are now dealing with. It is spirit which is for itself, 
since it maintains itself by being reflected in the minds 
of the component individuals; and which is in itself 
or substance, since it preserves them within itself. 
Qua actual substance, that spirit is a Nation (Volh); 
qua concrete consciousness, it is the Citizens of the 
nation. This consciousness has its essential bemg in 
simple spirit, and is certain of itself in the actual 
realization of this spirit, in the entire nation; it has its 
truth there directly, not therefore in somethmg unreal, 
but in a spirit which exists and makes itself felt. 

This spirit can be named Human Law, because it 
has its being essentially m the form of self-conscious 
actuality. In the form of universality, that spirit is the 
law known to everybody, familiar and recognized, 
and is the everyday Customary Convention {Sitte); 
m the form of particularity it is the concrete certainty 
of itself m any and every individual, and the certainty 
of itself as a single mdividuality is that spirit m the 
form of Government. Its true and complete nature is 
seen in its authoritative validity openly and unmis- 
takably manifested, an existence which takes the form 
of unconstrained mdependent objective fact, and is 
immediately apprehended with conscious certainty 
in this form. 

Over against this power and publicity of the ethical 
secular human order there appears, however, another 
power, the Divine Law. Tor the ethical power of the 
state, being the movement of self-conscious action, 
finds its opposition in the simple immediate essential 
being of the ethical order, qtia actual concrete uni- 
versality, it is a force exerted against the independence 
of the individual; and, qua actuality in general, it finds 
inherent in that essential being something other than 
the power of the state. 

We mentioned before that each of the opposite ways 
in which the ethical substance exists contams that 
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substance in its entirety, and contains all moments of 
its contents. If, then, the community is that substance 
in the form of self-consciously realized action, the other 
side has the form of immediate or directly existent 
substance The latter is thus, on the one hand, the 
inner principle {Begrijf) or universal possibility of the 
ethical order in general, but, on the other hand, 
contams within it also the moment of self-consciousness. 
This moment which expresses the ethical order in this 
element of immediacy or mere being, which, in other 
words, is an immediate consciousness of self (both as 
regards its essence and its particular thisness) in an 
“other” — and hence, is a natural ethical community — 
this IS the Family . The family, as the inner indwelling 
principle of sociality operating m an unconscious way, 
stands opposed to its own actuality when explicitly 
conscious; as the basis of the actuality of a nation, it 
stands in contrast to the nation itself; as the imme- 
diate ethical existence, it stands over against the ethi- 
cal order which shapes and preserves itself by work 
for universal ends; the Penates of the family stand 
in contrast to the universal spirit. 

Although the ethical existence of the family has the 
character of immediacy, it is within itself an ethical 
entity, but not so far as it is the natural relation of its 
component members, or so far as their connexion is 
one immediately holding between individual concrete 
beings Tor the ethical element is intrinsically universal 
and this relation estabhshed by nature is essentially 
just as much a spiritual fact, and is only ethical by 
being spiritual. Let us see wherein its pecuhar ethical 
character consists 

In the first place, because the ethical element is the 
intrinsically universal element, the ethical relation 
between the members of the family is not that of 
sentiment or the relationship of love. The ethical ele- 
ment in this case seems boimd to be placed m the 
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relation of the individual member of the family to the 
enUre family as the real substance, so that the purpose 
of his action and the content of his actuality are taken 
from this substance, are derived solely from the family 
life But the conscious purpose which dominates the 
action of this whole, so far as that purpose concerns 
that whole, is itself the individual member. The pro- 
curing and maintaining of power and wealth turn, in 
part, merely on needs and wants, and are a matter 
that has to do with desire; in part, they become in their 
higher object something which is merely of mediate 
significance. This object does not fall withm the family 
itself, but concerns what is truly universal, the com- 
munity; it acts rather in a negative way on the family, 
and consists in setting the individual outside the family, 
in subduing his merely natural existence and his mere 
particularity and so draving him on towards virtue, 
towards living in and for the universal. The positive 
purpose peculiar to the family is the individual as such 
Now in order that this relationship may be ethical, 
neither the individual who does an act nor he to whom 
the act refers must show any trace of contingency 
such as obtains in rendering some particular help or 
service The content of the ethical act must be sub- 
stantial in character, or must be entire and universal, 
hence it can only stand in relation to the entire indi- 
vidual, to the individual qua universal. And this, again, 
must not be taken as if it were merely in idea that an 
act of service furthered his entire happiness, whereas 
the service, taken as an immediate or concrete act, 
only does something particular in regard to him. 
Nor must we thmk that the ethical act, like a process 
of education, really takes him as its object, and, deal- 
ing with him as a whole, in a senes of efforts, produces 
him as a land of work, for there, apart from the purpose, 
which operates m a negative way on the family, the 
real act has merely a limited content. Finally, just as 
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little should we take it that the service rendered is a 
help in time of need, by which ui truth the entire 
individual is saved; for such help is itseK an entirely 
casual act, the occasion of which is an ordinary actuality 
which can as well be as not be. The act, then, which 
embraces the entire existence of the blood relation 
does not concern the citizen, for he does not belong to 
the family, nor does it deal with one who is gomg to 
be a citizen and so will cease to have the significance 
of a mere particular individual; it has as its object 
and content this specific mdividual belongmg to the 
family, takes him as a universal bemg, divested of 
his sensuous, or particular reahty. The act no longer 
concerns the living but the dead, one who has passed 
through the long sequence of his broken and diversified 
existence and gathered up his bemg mto its one com- 
pleted embodiment, who has lifted himself out of the 
unrest of a Me of chance and change mto the peace of 
simple umversality Because it is only as citizen that 
he IS real and substantial, the individual, when not a 
citizen, and belongmg to the family, is merely unreal 
insubstantial shadow. 

This condition of universality, which the mdividual 
as such reaches, is mere being, death; it is the immediate 
issue of the process of nature, and is not the action of 
a conscious mind. The duty of the member of a family 
IS on that account to attach this aspect too, in order 
that this last phase of bemg also (this universal being), 
may not belong to nature alone, and remam something 
irrational, but may be somethmg actually dowe, and 
the right of consciousness be asserted m it Or rather 
the significance of the act is that, because m truth the 
peace and umversality of a self-conscious bemg does 
not belong to nature, the apparent claim which nature 
has made to act in this way may be given up and the 
truth reinstated. 

What nature did in the individual’s case concerns 
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the aspect in which his process of becoming universal 
IS manifested as the movement of an existent. It 
takes effect no doubt withm the ethical community, 
and has this in view as its purpose; death is the fulfil- 
ment and highest task which the individual as such 
undertakes on its behalf. But so far as he is essentially 
a particular individual, it is an accident that his death 
was connected directly with his labour for the universal 
whole, and was the outcome of his toil, partly because, 
if it was so, it is the natural course of the negativity 
of the mdividual qua existent, m which consciousness 
does not return into itself and become self-conscious; 
or, again, because, smce the process of the existent 
consists m becommg cancelled and transcended and 
attaining the stage of mdependent self-existence, death 
is the aspect of duemption, where the self-existence, 
which is obtamed, is something other than that bemg 
which entered on the process 

Because the ethical order is spuit in its immediate 
truth, those aspects into which its conscious life breaks 
up fall also into this form of immediacy; and the 
mdividual’s particularity passes over mto this abstract 
negativity, which, being m itself without consolation 
or reconcilement, must receive them essentially through 
a concrete and external act. 

Blood-relationship therefore supplements the abstract 
natural process by addmg to it the process of conscious- 
ness, by interrupting the work of nature, and rescumg 
the blood-relation from destruction; or better, because 
destruction, the passmg mto mere bemg, is necessary, it 
takes upon itself the act of destruction. 

Through this it comes about that the universal being, 
the sphere of death, is also something which has returned 
mto itself, somethmg self -existent; the powerless bare 
particular umty is raised to universal individuality. 
The dead mdmdual, by his havmg detached and 
liberated his bemg from his action or his negative 



472 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

unity, IS an empty particular, merely existing passively 
for some other, at the mercy of every lower irrational 
organic agency, and the [chemical, physical] forces 
of abstract material elements, both of which are now 
stronger than himself, the former on account of the 
life which they have, the latter on account of their 
negative nature ^ The family keeps away from the 
dead this dishonourmg of him by the desires of un- 
conscious organic agencies and by abstract elements, 
puts its own action in place of theirs, and weds the 
relative to the bosom of the earth, the elemental 
individuality that passes not away. Thereby the family 
makes the dead a member of a commumty® which 
prevails over and holds under control the powers of 
the particular material elements and the lower living 
creatures, which sought to have their way with the 
dead and destroy him. 

This last duty thus accomphshes the complete 
divine law, or constitutes the positive ethical act 
towards the given individual Every other relation 
towards him which does not remam at the level of love, 
but IS ethical, belongs to human law, and has the nega- 
tive significance of lifting the mdividual above the 
confinement within the natural community to which 
he belongs as a concrete individual But, now, though 
human right has for its content and power the actual 
ethical substance consciously aware of itself, the entire 
nation, while divme right and law derive theirs from 
the particular mdmdual who is beyond the actual, yet 
he IS stiU not without power. His power lies m the 
abstract pure universal, the elemental mdividual, 
which seizes upon the individuality that cuts itself 
loose from the element and constitutes the self-con- 
scious reality of the nation, and draws it back into 
the pure abstraction which is its essential nature: 

^ The description here refers to the process of bodily corruption 

^ 1 e. the earth ? 
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draws it back just as that essence is its ultimate ground 
and source. How this power is made explicit m the 
nation itself wdl come out more fully as we proceed. 

Now in the one law as m the other there are differences 
and stages. For since these laws involve the element 
of consciousness in both cases, distinction is developed 
withm themselves and this is ]ust what constitutes 
the pecuhar process of their life The consideration of 
these differences brings out the way they operate, and 
the kind of self-consciousness at work in both the 
universal essential prmciples {Wesen) of the ethical 
world, as also their connexion and transition mto one 
another. 

The community, the upper law whose validity is 
open to the light of day, has its concrete vitahty m 
government ; for in government it is an individual 
whole. Government is concrete actual spirit reflected 
mto itself, the self pure and simple of the entire ethical 
substance. This simple force allows, indeed, the com- 
mmiity to unfold and expand mto its component 
members, and to give each part subsistence and self- 
existence of its own (Fursichseyn) Spirit finds in this 
way its realization or its objective existence, and the 
family is the medium m which this reahzation takes 
effect. But spirit is at the same time the force of the 
whole, combinmg these parts agam within the unity 
which negates them, giving them the feelmg of their 
want of independence, and keeping them aware that 
their Me only lies in the whole. The community may 
thus, on the one hand, organize itself mto the systems 
of property and of personal independence, of personal 
right and right m thmgs, and, on the other hand, 
articulate the various ways of workmg for what m the 
first instance are particular ends — those of gam and 
enjoyment — ^mto their own special guilds and associa- 
tions, and may thus make them mdependent. The 
spirit of xmiversal assemblage and association is the 
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single and simple prmciple, and the negative essential 
factor at work in the segregation and isolation of these 
systems. In order not to let them get rooted and settled 
m this isolation and thus break up the whole into 
fragments and let the common spirit evaporate, 
government has from time to time to shake them 
to the very centre by War. By this means it confounds 
the order that has been established and arranged, and 
violates their right to independence, while the indi- 
viduals (who, being absorbed therein, get adrift from 
the whole, striving after inviolable self-existence 
{Fursichseyn) and personal security), are made, by 
the task thus imposed on them by government, to 
feel the power of their lord and master, death. By 
thus breaking up the form of fixed stability, spirit 
guards the ethical order from smkmg mto merely 
natural existence, preserves the self of which it is 
conscious, and raises that self to the level of freedom 
and its own powers. The negative essential bemg shows 
itself to be the might proper of the community and the 
force it has for self-mamtenance The community 
therefore finds the true principle and corroboration of 
its power m the inner nature of divine law, and m the 
kmgdom of the nether world. 

The divme law which holds sway in the family has 
also on its side distmctions withm itself, the relations 
among which make up the livmg process of its realiza- 
tion. Amongst the three relationships, however, of 
husband and wife, parents and children, brothers and 
sisters, the relationship of husband and wife is to begin 
with the primary and immediate form in which one 
consciousness recogmzes itself m another, and m which 
each knows that reciprocal recognition. Being natural 
self-knowledge, knowledge of self on the basis of nature 
and not on that of ethical life, it merely represents and 
typifies m a figure the life of spirit, and is not spirit 
itself actually realized. Figurative representation, how- 
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ever, has its reality in an other than it is. This relation- 
ship, therefore, finds itself realized not in itself as such, 
but in the chdd — an other, in whose coming into bemg 
that relationship consists, and with which it passes 
away. And this change from one generation onwards 
to another is permanent m and as the life of a nation. 

The reverent devotion (Pietat) of husband and wife 
towards one another is thus mixed up with a natural 
relation and with feelmg, and their relationship is not 
inherently self -complete, similarly, too, the second 
relationship, the reverent devotion of parents and 
children to one another. The devotion of parents towards 
their children is affected ivith emotion ]ust__by their 
bemg consciously realized in what is external to them- 
selves (viz the children), and by their seemg them 
become something on then own account -without this 
returnmg to the parents, mdependent existence on the 
part of the children remams a foreign reality, a reahty 
all then own The devotion of children, agam, towards 
then parents is conversely affected by then commg 
mto bemg from, or ha-vmg then essential nature m, 
what IS external to themselves (-viz. the parents) and 
passes away; and by then attammg independent 
existence and a self-consciousness of then own solely 
through separation from the source whence they came — 
a separation m which the sprmg gets exhausted. 

Both these relationships are constituted by and 
hold withm the transience and the dissimilarity of the 
two sides, which are assigned to them. 

An unmixed mtransitive form of relationship, how- 
ever, holds between brother and sister. They are the 
same blood, which, however, in them has en-fcered mto 
a condition of stable equilibrium. They therefore 
stand m no such natural relation as husband and wife, 
they do not desne one another, nor have they given 
to one another, nor received from one another, this 
mdependence of individual bemg; they are free indi- 
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vidualities with respect to each other The feminine 
element, therefore, m the form of the sister, premonizes 
and foreshadows most completely the natui’e of ethical 
life {sitthches Wesen) She does not become conscious 
of it, and does not actualize it, because the law of the 
family is her inherent implicit inward nature, which 
does not he open to the daylight of consciousness, but 
remams inn er feeling and the divine element exempt 
from actuality. The feminine life is attached to these 
household dmmties {Penates), and sees m them both 
her universal substance, and her particular individuality, 
yet so views them that this relation of her mdividuality to 
them IS at the same time not the natural one of pleasure. 

As a daughter, the woman must now see her parents 
pass away with natural emotion and yet with ethical 
resignation, for it is only at the cost of this condition 
that she can come to that individual existence of which 
she IS capable. She thus cannot see her independent 
existence positively attamed m her relation to her 
parents. The relationships of mother and wife, however, 
are individualized partly in the form of something 
natural, which brings pleasure, partly m the form 
of something negative, which finds simply its own 
evanescence in those relationships, partly agam the 
individualization is ]ust on that account sometbmg 
contingent which can be replaced by an other particular 
individuality. In a household of the ethical kmd. a 
woman’s relationships are not based on a reference to 
this pa rtici^r husband, this particuTaF ^cIiir g^ 
Euib^dTlio cTuIdren %n general, — r ioi t o feelmg, but 
to the~lmiversal Tbe~~distmctioh between her ethucal 
life (Sitthchkeit) (while it determmes her particular 
existence and brmgs her pleasure) and that of her 
husband consists just in this, that it has always a 
directly universal significance for her, and is quite 
alien to the impulsive condition of mere particular 
desire On the other hand, in the husband these two 
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aspects get separated; and since he possesses, as a 
citizen, the self-conscious power belonging to the uni- 
versal Me, the Me of the social whole, he acquires 
thereby the rights of desire, and keeps himself at the 
same time in detachment from it So far, then, as 
particularity is i mplica ted m this relatiQns„hip m_the_ 
caie^f the wife, her ethical life is not purely ethical; . 
scT far, however,' as it is etMcal, 'the particularity is a 
matter of 'mdiffer^ce', and' the wife' 'is without the 
moment of knowing herseK as this particular self m 
and through an other. 

The brother, however, is m the eyes of the sister a 
being whose nature is unperturbed by desire and is 
etMcally Idee her own; her recognition m him is pm‘e 
and unmixed with any sexual relation. The mdiffereiice 
characteristic of particular existence and the ethical 
contingency thence arismg are, therefore, not present 
m this relationship, instead, the moment of mdmdual 
selfhood, recognizmg and being recogmzed, can here 
assert its right, because it is bound up with the balance 
and equihbrium resultmg from them bemg of the same 
blood, and from their being related in a way that 
involves no mutual desire. The loss of a brother is thus 
irreparable to the sister, and her duty towards him is 
the highest.^ 

This relationslup at the same time is the limit, at 
which the circumscribed Me of the famdy is broken up, 
and passes beyond itself. The brother is the member 
of the famdy m whom its spirit becomes mdmduahzed, 
and enabled thereby to turn towards another sphere, 
towards what is other than and external to itself, 
and pass over mto consciousness of umversahty. The 
brother leaves this immediate, rudimentary, and, 
therefore, strictly speakmg, negative ethical Me of the 
famdy, in order to acquire and produce the concrete 
etMcal order wMch is conscious of itself. 

1 Cp Anttgone^ 1, 910. 
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He passes from the divme law, withm whose realm 
he lived, over to the human law. The sister, however, 
becomes, or the wife remams, director of the home and 
the preserver of the divine law. In this way both the 
sexes overcome their merely natural bemg, and become 
ethically significant, as diverse forms dividmg between 
them the different aspects which the ethical substance 
assumes. Both these universal factors of the ethical 
world have them specific mdividuahty in naturally 
distinct self-consciousnesses, for the reason that the 
spirit at work m the ethical order is the immediate 
unity of the substance [of ethical life] with self-con- 
sciousness — ^an immediacy which thus appears as the 
existence of a natural difference, at once as regards its 
aspect of reality and of difference It is that aspect 
which, in the notion of spmitual reality, came to light 
as “origmal determinate nature”, when we were 
dealmg with the stage of “Individuality which is real 
to itself” This moment loses the mdetermmateness 
which it still has there, and the contmgent diversity of 
“constitution” and “capacities”. It is now the specific 
opposition of the two sexes, whose natural character 
acquires at the same tune the significance of their 
respective ethical determmations. 

The distmction of the sexes and of them ethical 
content remams all the same withm the miity of the 
ethical substance, and its process is ]ust the constant 
development of that substance. The husband is sent 
forth by the spmit of the family mto the Me of the 
commumty, and finds there his self-conscious reality. 
Just as the family thereby finds in the community its 
universal substance and subsistence, conversely the 
community finds m the family the formal element of 
its own realization, and in the divine law its power and 
confirmation. Neither of the two is alo ne self-complete„ 
Human law as a Ilviag and active pHnciple proceeds 
from the divine, the law holding on earth from that 
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of the nether world, the conscious from the unconscious, 
mediation from immediacy; and returns too whence 
it came. The power of the nether world, on the other 
hand, finds its realization upon earth , it comes through 
consciousness to have existence and efficacy. 

The umversal elements of the ethical life are thus 
the (ethical) substance qua umversal, and that substance 
qua particular consciousness. Their universal actuality 
IS the nation and the family; while they get their 
natural self, and their operative individuality, m man 
and woman. Here m this content of the ethical world 
we see attamed those purposes which the previous 
insubstantial modes of conscious life set before them. 
What Reason apprehended only as an object has 
become Seh-consciousness, and what seM-consciousness 
merely contamed within it is here explicit true reality. 
What Observation knew’^ — ^an object given externally 
and picked up, and one in the constitution of which 
the subject knowing had no share — ^is here a given 
ethical condition, a custom found lymg ready at hand, 
but a reahty which is at the same time the deed and 
product of the subject finding it. The mdmdual who 
seeks the “pleasure” of enjoying his particular indi- 
viduality finds it m the family life, and the “necessity”^ 
in which that pleasure passes away is his own seK- 
consciousness as a citizen of his nation. Or, agam, it 
IS knowmg the “law of bis own heart”^ as the law of 
all hearts, knowmg the consciousness of self to be the 
recognized and universal ordinance of society, it is 
“virtue”,® which enjoys the fruits of its own sacrifice, 
which brings about what it sets out to do, viz. to 
brmg the essential nature into the hght of the actual 
present, — and its enjoyment is this universal life. 
Finally, consciousness of “fact as such” {der Sache 
selbst)^ gets satisfaction m the real substance, which 

1 Cp p 384 fE ® Cp p 391 fi 

» Cp p 402 ft * Cp. p 419 ft. 
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contains and maintains m positive form the abstract 
aspects of that empty category. That substance finds 
a genume content m the powers of the ethical order, a 
content that takes the place of those msubstantial 
commands which the “healthy human reason”^ wanted 
to give and to know and m consequence thus gets a 
concrete inherently determmate standard for “testmg”, 
not the laws, but what is done 

The whole is a stable equilibrium of all the parts, 
and each part a spirit m its native element, a spirit 
which does not seek its satisfaction beyond itself, but 
has the satisfaction withm itself for the reason that 
itself IS m this balanced equipoise with the w'^hole. 
This condition of stable equilibrium can, doubtless, 
only be hvmg by inequality arismg withm it, and 
being brought back again to equipoise by Righteousness 
and Justice. Justice, however, is neither an alien 
prmciple {Wesen) holdmg somewhere remote from the 
present, nor the realization (unw'orthy of the name of 
]ustice) of mutual malice, treachery, ingratitude, etc., 
which, in the unmtelligent way of chance and accident, 
would fulfil the law by a kind of irrational connexion 
■without any controllmg idea, action by commission 
and omission, without any consciousness of what was 
mvolved. On the contrary, bemg justice m human law, 
it brmgs back to the whole, to the universal life of 
society, what has broken away separately from the 
harmony and equilibrium of the whole: — the mdepen- 
dent classes and mdmduals In this way justice is the 
government of the nation, and is its aU-pervadmg 
essential life m a consciously present mdividual form, 
and IS the personal self-conscious will of all. 

That justice, however, which restores to equihbrium 
the universal when getting the mastery over the par- 
ticular mdividual, is similarly the simple single spirit 
of the individual who has suffered wrong; it is not 
^ Cp p 440 ff 
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broken up into the two elements, one who has suffered 
wrong and a far-away remote leahty {Wesen). The 
mdividual himself is the power of the “nether” world, 
and that reality is his “fury”, wreaking vengeance 
ujjon him,^ For his individuality, bis blood still hves 
in the bouse, his substance has a lasting actuahty. 
The wrong, which can be brought upon the mdividual 
in the realm of the ethical world, consists merely in 
this, that a bare somethmg by chance happens to him. 
The power which perpetrates on the conscious mdividual 
this wrong of makmg him into a mere thmg is “nature” ; 
it IS the universahty not of the commumty, but the 
abstract universality of mere existence. And the par- 
ticular individual, m wipmg out the wrong suffered, 
turns not agamst the community — ^for he has not 
suffered at its hands — ^but agamst the latter. As we 
saw,® the consciousness of those who share the blood 
of the individual removes this wrong m such a way 
that what has happened becomes rather a work of 
their own domg, and hence bare existence, the last 
state, gets also to be somethmg willed, and thus an 
object of gratification. 

The ethical realm remams in this way permanently 
a world without blot or stam, a world untainted by 
any mternal dissension. So, too, its process is an 
untroubled transition from one of its powers to the 
other, m such a way that each preserves and produces 
the other We see it no doubt divided mto two ultimate 
elements and theu realization: but their opposition 
IS rather the confirming and substantiation of one 
through the other, and where they chrectly come m 
contact with each other as actual factors, their medi- 
ating common element is the immediate permeation of 
the one with the other. The one extreme, universal 
spuit conscious of itself, becomes, through the indi- 
viduality of man, linked together with its other extreme, 

^ The reference here is to Oiestes 2 p, 471 sup 
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its force and its element, with uncmsaous spirit. On 
the other hand, divme law is individualized, the un- 
conscious spirit of the particular individual finds its 
existence, m woman, through the mediation of whom 
the unconscious spirit comes out of its um'eahzedness 
mto actuahty, and rises out of the state of unknowmg 
and unknowm, mto the conscious realm of imiversal 
spirit. The umon of man mth woman constitutes the 
operative mediatmg agency for the whole, and con- 
stitutes the element which, while separated mto the 
extremes of divme and human law, is, at the same time, 
their immediate union. This umon, agam, turns both 
those first mediate connexions (Schlmse) into one and 
the same synthesis, and umtes mto one process the 
twofold movement in opposite directions — one from 
reahty to unreahty, the downward movement of 
human law, orgamzed into mdependent members, to the 
danger and trial of death, — ^the other, from unreahty 
to reahty, the upward movement of the law of the 
nether world to the dayhght of conscious existence 
Of these movements the former falls to man, the latter 
to woman. 



ETHICAL ACTION KNOWLEDGE, HUMAN AND DIVINE. 
GUILT AND DESTINY 


A fundamental condition of social oidei is that it is mamtamed by 
action on the part of the mdividual members of a society, action is a 
fundamental pimciple of distmction between mdividuak, is the way 
they make their contribution to social life, and is also the way by which 
the contmuance of social life is ceaselessly broken and reconstituted 
In a comprehensive sense therefore action is the piinciple by which 
distmction in umty is cairied out m social life The consideration of its 
significance is thus an essential problem of social mmd Action must 
be considered at once with reference to mdividuahty and also with 
reference to those conceptions of social older as contammg both “divine” 
and “human” law In the following section, this analysis is under- 
taken 

The specific histoiical background of Hegel’s thought in this section, 
and to some extent m the precedmg section, is supphed by the social 
life of the Greek city state The Greek city state has been taken as the 
type, so to say, of spuitual existence realized as a seK complete ethical 
Older But the social life of Gieece is heie in large measure lead and 
mterpreted m the light of the dramatization of Greek ethical conceptions 
by the gieat Gieek tragedians, especially Sophocles This accounts for 
the repeated leference to the purely dramatic conception of the “destiny” 
01 the “pathic” element m the life of the mdividual whose spiritual 
existence is completely bound up with the established social order It is 
m Greece that we find most fully realized the all -sufficiency of the state 
foi the individual, which Hegel has here m view, a sufficiency which 
was at once the strength and beauty, as well as the pathos and weakness, 
of Gieek social life 

, With this and the piecedmg section should be read Hegel’s Philosophy 
of Eiaionj, Part II, “The Greek World” 
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In the form presented by the opposition of elements 
in the realm just dealt with, self-consciousness has not 
yet come to its rights as a single individuality. Indi- 
viduahty there has, on one side, the sense of merely 
universal will, on the other, of consanguimty of the 
family. This particular mdmdual has merely the 
significance of shadowy unreahty. There ls as yet no 
performance of an act. The act, however, is the realized 
self. It breaks m upon the untroubled stable organiza- 
tion and movement of the ethical world What there 
appears as ordinance and harmony between both its 
constituent elements, each of which confirms and 
complements the other, becomes through the performmg 
of an act a transition of oppposites mto one another, 
by which each proves to be the annihilation rather 
than the confirmation of its self and its opposite It 
becomes the process of negation or destruction, the 
eternal necessity of awful destmy, which engulfs m 
the abyss of its bare identity divine and human law 
alike, as weU as both the self-conscious factors m which 
these powers subsist; and, to our view, passes over 
into the absolute self-existence of mere single self- 
consciousness. 

The basis from which this movement proceeds, and 
on which it takes effect, is the kmgdom of the ethical 
order. But the activty at work m this process is self- 
consciousness. Bemg ethical consciousness, it is the 
pure and simple direction of activity towards the 
essential prmciple of the ethical life — ^it is Duty, There 
is no caprice, and bkewise no struggle, no mdecision m 
it, smce it has given up legislating and testing laws: 
the essential ethical principle is, for it, something 
immediate, unwavermg, without contradiction. There 
is therefore neither the painful spectacle of fin ding 
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itself in a collision between passion and duty, nor 
the comic spectacle of a collision between duty and 
duty — a collision, which so far as content goes is the 
same as that between passion and duty; for passion 
can also be presented as a duty, because duty, when 
consciousness withdraws into itseh and leaves its 
immediate essential substance {Wesenheit), comes to 
be the formal umversal, into which one content fits 
equally well with another, as we found before. The 
collision of duties is, however, comical, because 
it brmgs out the contradiction inherent m the idea of 
an absolute standmg opposed to another absolute, 
expresses somethmg absolute and then directly 
the annihilation of this so-called absolute or duty. 
The ethical consciousness, however, knows what it has 
to do; and is decided, whether it is to belong to divme 
or human law This directness which characterizes its 
decision is somethmg immanent and inherent {Ans%c,h- 
seyn), and hence has at the same time the significance 
of a natural condition of being, as we saw. Nature, not 
the accident of circumstances or choice, assigns one 
sex to one law, the other to the other law; or con- 
versely both the ethical powers themselves establish 
then mdividual existence and actualization m the two 
sexes , 

Thus, then, because on the one side the ethical order 
consists essentially in this immediate directness of 
decision, and therefore only the one law is for con- 
sciousness the essential reab'ty; whde, on the other 
side, the powers of the ethical order are actual m the 
self of conscious life — this way these forces acquire 
the significance of excludmg one another and of bemg 
opposed to one another. They are explicit m self- 
consciousness ]ust as they were merely implicit m the 
realm of the ethical order. The ethical consciousness, 
because it is decisively on the side of one of them, is 
essentially Character. There is not for it equal essentiality 
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in both. The opposition therefore appears as an un- 
fortunate collision of duty merely with reality, on which 
right has no hold. The ethical consciousness is qua self- 
consciousness m this opposition, and being so, it at 
once proceeds either to subdue by force this reality 
opposed to the law which it accepts, or to get round 
this reahty by craft. Since it sees right only on its own 
side, and wrong on the other, so, of these two, that 
which belongs to divine law detects, on the other side, 
mere arbitrary fortmtous human violence, while what..' 
appertains to human law finds in the other the obsti- 
nacy and disobedience of subjective self-sufficiency. 
For the commands of government have a universal 
sense and meaning open to the fight of day; the wiU 
of the other law, however, is the inner concealed 
meaning of the reahn of darkness {untenrdisch), a 
meanmg which appears expressed as the will of a- 
particular being, and m contradicting the first is mal, 
cious offence. x 

There arises in this way in consciousness the opposi- 
tion between what is known and what is not known, 
]ust as, m the case of substance, there was an opposition 
between the conscious and the imconscious; and the 
absolute right of ethical self-consciousness comes mto 
conflict with the divme right of the essential reahty. 
Self-consciousness, qua consciousness, takes the objec- 
tive actuahty, as such, to have essential being. Loolang 
at its substance, however, it is the unity of itself and 
this opposite, and the ethical self-consciousness is 
consciousness of that substance: the object, qua 
opposed to self-consciousness, has, therefore, entirely 
lost the characteristic of having essential being by 
itself. Just as the spheres [of conscious fife] where 
the object is merely a “thiug” are long past and gone, 
so, too, are these spheres, where consciousness sets up 
and establishes something from out itself, and turns 
a particular moment mto the essential reality {Wesen). 
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Against such one-sidedness actual concrete reality has 
a power of its own; it takes the side of truth against 
consciousness and shows consciousness itself what the 
truth IS. The ethical consciousness, however, has drunk 
from the cup of the absolute substance, forgotten 
all the one-sidedness of isolatmg self-existence, all 
its purposes and peculiar notions, and has, therefore, 
at the same time drowned m this Stygian stream all 
essentiality of nature and all the mdependence claimed 
by the objective reality. Its absolute right, therefore, 
^ when it acts m accordance wath ethical law, is to find 
in this actuahzation nothing else than the fulfilment 
and performance of this law itself: and that the deed 
should manifest nothing but ethical action. 

The ethical, being absolute essence and absolute 
power at once, cannot endure any perversion of its 
content If it were merely absolute essence without 
power, it might undergo perversion at the hands of 
mdividuahty. But this latter, bemg ethical conscious- 
ness, has renounced aU pervertmg when it gave up its 
one-sided subjectivity {Fursichseyn). Conversely, again, 
mere power might be perverted by the essential reality, 
if power were still a subjectivity of that kind. On 
account of this umty, mdividuahty is a pure form of 
the substance which is the content, and action consists 
m transition from thought over mto reahty, merely as 
the process of an unreal opposition, whose moments 
have no special and particular content distmct from 
one another, and no essential nature of them own. The 
absolute right of ethical consciousness is, therefore, 
that the deed, the mode and form of its realization, 
should be nothing else than it knows. 

But the essential ethical reahty has split asunder into 
two laws, and consciousness, takmg up an undivided 
smgle attitude towards law, is assigned only to one. 
Just as this simple consciousness takes its stand on the 
absolute right that the essential reahty has appeared 
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to it qua ethical as that reahty inherently is, so, too, 
this essence insists on the right belonging to its reahty, 
i.e. the right of having a double form.^ This right of 
the essential reality does not, however, at the same 
time stand over against and opposed to self-conscious- 
ness, as if it were to be found anywhere else; rather it 
IS the essential nature of self-consciousness. Only there 
has it its existence and its power; and its opposition 
is the act of self-consciousness itself. For the latter, 
]ust m that it is a self to itself, and proceeds to act, 
hfts itself out of the state of simple immediacy, and 
itseH sets up the division mto two By the act it gives 
up the specific character of the ethical Me, that of bemg 
pure and simple certainty of immediate truth, and 
sets up the division of itseh mto self as active and 
reahty over agamst it, and for it, therefore, negative. 
By the act it thus becomes Guilt. For the deed is its 
doing, and doing is its mmost nature And the guilt 
acquires also the mearung of Crime, for as simple 
ethical consciousness it has turned to and conformed 
itself to the one law, but turned away from the other 
and thus violates the latter by its deed. 

Gudt IS not an external indifferent entity (Wesen) 
with the double meaning, that the deed, as actually 
manifested to the light of day, may be an action of the 
guilty self, or may not be so, as if with the domg of it 
there could be coimected somethmg external and acci- 
dental that did not belong to it, from which point of 
view, therefore, the action would be innocent. Rather 
the act is itself this diremption, this affirming itself 
for itself, and estabhshmg over against this an alien 
external reality. That such a reality exists is due to 
the deed itseM, and is the outcome of it Hence, inno- 
cence is an attribute merely of the want of action 
{Nicht-thun), a state hke the mere being of a stone, 
and one which is not even true of a child 
^ Viz divine and human law 
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Looking at the content, however, the ethical act 
contains the element of wrongdoing, because it does 
not cancel and transcend the natural allotment of the 
two laws to the two sexes; but rather, being an un- 
divided attitude towards the law, keeps within the 
sphere of natural immediacy, and, qua acting, turns 
this one-sidedness into guilt, by merely laying hold of 
one side of the essential reality and talong up a negative 
relation towards the other, i.e. violating it. Where, in 
the general ethical life, guilt and crime, deeds and 
actions, come in, will be more deiinitely brought out 
later. Meantime, so much is at once clear, that it is not 
this particular individual who acts and becomes guilty. 
For he, qua this particular self, is merely a shadowy 
unreality; he ts merely qua universal self, and indi- 
viduality is purely the formal aspect of domg anythmg 
at aU, while its content is the laws and customs, which, 
for the individual, are, specifically, the laws and cus- 
toms of his class or station. He is the substance qua 
genus, which by its determinateness becomes, no doubt, 
a species, but the specific form remains at the same 
time the generic universal. Self -consciousness within 
the life of a nation descends from the universal only 
down as far as specific particularity, but not as far as 
the smgle individuahty, which sets up an exclusive 
self, establishes ui its action a reality negative to itself. 
On the contrary, the action of that self-consciousness 
rests on secure confidence in the whole, into which 
there enters nothing alien or foreign, neither fear nor 
hostility. 

Ethical self-consciousness now comes to find in its 
deed the full explicit meaning of concrete real action 
as much when it followed dmne law as when it followed 
human. The law manifest to it is, in the essential 
reahty, bound up with its opposite; the essential 
reality is the unity of both; but the deed has merely 
carried out one as agamst the other. But bemg bound 
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up With this other in the inner reality, the fulfilment of 
the one calls forth the other, in the shape of something 
which, having been violated and now become hostile, 
demands revenge — an attitude which the deed has 
made it take up. In the case of action, only one phase 
of the decision is in general in evidence. The decision, 
however, is inherently something negative, which 
plants an “other” in opposition to it, something 
foreign to the decision, which is clear knowledge. 
Actual reality, therefore, keeps concealed within itself 
this other aspect alien to clear knowledge, and does 
not show itself to consciousness as it fully and truly 
is {an undfur s%ch). In the story of (Edipus the son does 
not see his own father in the person of the man who 
has msulted him and whom he strikes to death, nor 
his mother m the queen whom he makes his wife. In 
this way a hidden power shunning the light of day, 
waylays the ethical self-consciousness, a power which 
bursts forth only after the deed is done, and seizes the 
doer in the act. Tor the completed deed is the removal 
of the opposition between the knowing self and the 
reality over agamst it. The ethical consciousness cannot 
disclaim the crime and its guilt. The deed consists m 
setting m motion what was unmoved, and in bringing 
out what in the first instance lay shut up as a mere 
possibihty, and thereby hnkmg on the unconscious 
to the conscious, the non-existent to the existent. 
In this truth, therefore, the deed comes to the light; 
— ^it IS somethmg in which a conscious element is bound 
up with what is unconscious, what is peculiarly one’s 
own with what is ahen and external : — ^it is an essential 
reality divided m sunder, whose other aspect conscious- 
ness experiences and also finds to be its own aspect, but 
as a power violated by its doing, and roused to hostility 
against it. 

It may weU be that the right, which kept itself in 
reserve, is not in its peculiar form present to the con- 
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sciousness of the doer, bat is merely implicit, present 
in the subjective inward guilt of the decision and the 
action. But the ethical consciousness is more complete, 
its gudt purer, if it knows beforehand the law and the 
power which it opposes, if it takes them to be sheer 
violence and wrong, to be a contmgency m the ethical 
life, and wittingly, like Antigone, commits the crime. 
The deed when accomplished transforms its pomt of 
view; the very performance of it eo ipso expresses that 
what IS ethical has to be actual; for the reahzation of 
the purpose is the very purpose of actmg. Acting 
expresses precisely the umty of reahty and the sub- 
stance; it expresses the fact that actuality is not an 
accident for the essential element, but that, in union 
with that element, it is given to no right which is not 
true right. On account of this actuahty and on accoimt 
of its deed ethical consciousness must acknowledge 
its opposite as its own actuahty; it must acknowledge 
its gudt. 

Because of our sufferings we acknowledge we have erred ^ 

To acknowledge this is expressly to indicate that the 
severance between ethical purpose and actuahty has 
been done away; it means the return to the ethical 
frame of mind, which knows that nothing counts but 
right. Thereby, however, the agent surrenders his 
character and the reahty of his self, and has utterly 
collapsed. His being lies in belonging to his ethical law, 
as his substance; in acknowledgmg the opposite law, 
however, he has ceased to find his substance in this law; 
and mstead of reahty this has become an unreality, a 
mere sentiment, a frame of mind. The substance no 
doubt appears as the “pathic” element^ in the mdividu- 
ality, and the individuality appears as the factor which 
animates the substance, and hence stands above it 

^ An adaptation from Anhgone, 926 

^ The element that so permeates his being as to constitute his con- 
troUing necessity and destmy 
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But the substance is a “pathic” element which is at 
the same time his character; the ethical individuality 
is directly and inherently one with this its universal, 
exists in it alone, and is incapable of surviving the 
destruction which this ethical power suffers at the 
hands of its opposite 

This indmduahty, however, has all the same the 
certainty that that individuality, whose “pathic” 
element is this opposite power [the opposed law], suf- 
fers no more harm than it has inflicted. The opposition 
of the ethical powers to one another, and the process 
of the individualities setting up these powers in life 
and action, have reached then true end only in so far 
as both sides undergo the same destruction For 
neither of the powers has any advantage over the 
other that it should be a more essential moment of 
the substance common to both The fact of their being 
equally and to the same degree essential, and subsisting 
independently beside each other, means their having ^ 
no separate self ; in the act they have a self -nature, but 
a different seh, — ^which contradicts the unity of the 
self and cancels their claim to independent right, and 
thus brings about their necessary destruction. Character 
too, in part, looking at its “pathic” element, the 
substance, belongs to one alone; in part, when we look 
at the aspect of knowledge, the one character like the 
other IS divided into a conscious element and an 
unconscious : and since each itseK calls forth this opposi- 
tion, and the want of knowledge is by the act also its 
doing, each falls into the guilt which consumes it. 
The victory of one power and its character, and the 
defeat of the other side, would thus be merely the part 
and the mcomplete work, which steadily advances 
till the equilibrium between the two is attained. It is 
in the equal subjection of both sides that absolute 
right is first accomplished, and the ethical substance, 
as the negative force devouring both sides, in other 
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words omnipotent and righteous Destiny, makes its 
appearance. 

If both powers are taken according to their specific 
content and its individualization, we have the scene 
presented of a contest between them as individuated. 
On its formal side, this is the struggle of the ethical 
order and of self-consciousness with unconscious nature 
and a contmgency due to this nature. The latter has a 
right as against the former, because this is only objec- 
tive spirit, merely in immediate unity with its substance 
On the side of content, the struggle is the rupture of 
divine and human law The youth goes forth from the 
unconscious life of the family and becomes the indi- 
viduality of the community [i e Ruler] But that he 
still shares the natural life from which he has torn 
himself away is seen m the fact that he emerges there- 
from only to find his claim affected by the contingency 
that there are two brothers^ who with equal right take 
possession of the community;^ the inequality due to 
the one having been born earher and the other later, 
an inequality which is a natural difference, has no 
importance for them when they enter the ethical life 
of society. But government, as the single soul, the 
self of the national spirit, does not admit of a duahty 
of individuality; and in contrast to the ethical necessity 
of this unity, nature appears as by accident providing 
more than one. These two [brothers], therefore, become 
disunited ; and their equal right m regard to the power 
of the state is destructive to both, for they are equally 
wrong Humanly considered, he has committed the 
crime who, not bemg in actual possession, attacks the 
community, at the head of which the other stood. 
While again he has right on his side who knew how to 
seize the other merely qua particular individual, 
detached from the community, and who banished 

1 Eteocles and Polymces v CEd^pus at Colonus 

^ VIZ the throne of their Father (Edipus. 
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him, while thus powerless, out of the community; he 
has merely laid hands on the individual as such, not the 
community, not the essential nature of human right. 
The community, attacked and defended from a point 
of view which is merely particular, mamtams itself; 
and both brothers find their destruction reciprocally 
through one another. For indmduahty, which involves 
peril to the whole in the mamtenance of its own self- 
existence {Furs%chseyn), has thrust its own self out of 
the commumty, and is disintegrated m its own nature. 
The community, however, will do honour to the one 
who IS found on its side; the government, the re- 
established smgleness of the self of the commumty, 
will punish by depriving of the last honour him who 
already proclaimed its devastation on the walls of the 
city. He who came to affront the highest spiritual form 
of conscious life, the spirit of the community, must be 
stripped of the honour of his entire and complete 
nature, the honour due to the spirit of the departed.^ \ 
But if the universal thus lightly knocks off the \ 
highest point of its pyramid, and doubtless triumphs 
victoriously over the family, the rebellious principle 
of individuation, it has thereby merely put itself into 
conflict with divme law, the self-conscious with the 
unconscious spirit. For the latter, this unconscious 
spirit, IS the other essential power, and therefore the 
power undestroyed, and only insulted by the former. 

It finds, however, only a bloodless shade to lend it 
help towards actually carrying itself out m the face of 
that masterful and openly enunciated law. Being the 
law of weakness and of darkness, it therefore gives way, 
to begm with, before law which has force and pubhcity ; 
for the strength of the former is effective in the nether 
realm, not on earth and in the hght of day. But the 
actual and concrete, which has taken away from what is 
inward its honour and its power, has thereby consumed 

^ V, Antigone^ 
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its own real nature. The spirit which is manifest to 
the light of day has the roots of its power in the lower 
world, the certainty felt by a nation, a certainty which 
IS sure of itself and which makes itself assured, ^ds the 
truth of its oath binding aU its members into one, 
solely in the mute unconscious substance of all, in the 
waters of forgetfulness. In consequence, the fulfilment 
of the pubho spmt turns round into its opposite, and 
learns that its supreme nght is supreme wrong, its 
victory rather its own defeat. The slam, whose right is 
injured, knows, therefore, how to find means of ven- 
geance which are equally as real and strong as the power 
at whose hands it has suffered. These powers are other 
communities,^ whose altars the dogs or birds defiOled 
with the corpse of the dead, which is not raised into 
unconscious universality by being restored, as is its 
due, to the ultimate individuum, the elemental earth, 
but instead has remained above ground in the sphere 
of reality, and has now received, as the force of dmne 
law, a self-conscious actual universahty. They rise up 
in hostihty, and destroy the community which has 
dishonoured and destroyed its own power, the sacred 
claims, the “piety” of the family. 

Represented in this way, the movement of human 
and divme law finds the expression of its necessity in 
individuals, in whom the universal appears as a 
“pathic” element, and the activity of the movement 
as action of individuals, which gives the appearance 
of contingency to the necessity of the process. But 
mdividuahty and action constitute the prmciple of 
mdividuation m general, a principle which in its pure 
universality was called inner divine law. As a moment 
of the visible community it does not merely exhibit 
that unconscious activity of the nether world, its 
operation is not simply external in its existence; it has 
an equally manifest visible existence and process, 

^ Refeis to the attack of Argos against Thebes v Antigone 
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actual in the actual nation. Taken in this form, what 
was represented as a simple process of the “pathio” 
element as embodied in individuals, assumes another 
look, and crime and the resultmg rum of the community 
assume the proper form of their existence. 

Human law, then, in its universal mode of existence 
IS the community, in its efficient operation m general 
IS the manhood of the community, in its actual efficient 
operation is the government. It has its being, its 
process, and its subsistence by consuming and absorbing 
into itself the separatist action of the household gods 
{Penates), the individualization into insular indepen- 
dent families which are under the management of 
womankind, and by keeping them dissolved m the 
fluent continuum of its own nature. The family at 
the same time, however, is m general its element, the 
individual consciousness its universal operative basis. 
Since the community gets itself subsistence only by 
breakmg in upon family happmess, and dissolving 
[mdividual] self-consciousness into the universal, it 
creates its enemy for itself within its own gates, creates 
it m what it suppresses, and what is at the same time 
essential to it — ^womankind in general Womankind — 
the everlastmg irony in the hfe of the community' — 
changes by mtrigue the universal purpose of govern- 
ment mto a private end, transforms its universal 
activity into a work of this or that specific individual, 
and perverts the universal property of the state into 
a possession and ornament for the family. Woman in 
this way turns to ridicule the grave wisdom of maturity, 
which, being dead to aU particular aims, to private 
pleasure, personal satisfaction, and actual activity as 
well, thmks of, and is concerned for, merely what is 
umversal; she makes this wisdom the laughmg-stock 
of raw and wanton youth, an object of derision and 
scorn, unworthy of their enthusiasm. She asserts that 
it is everywhere the force of youth that really counts; 
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she upholds this as of primary significance; extols a 
son as one who is the lord and master of the mother 
who has borne him; a brother as one in whom the 
sister finds man on a level with herself; a youth as 
one through whom the daughter, freed from her 
dependence (on the family unity), acquires the satis- 
faction and the dignity of wifehood. 

The community, however, can preserve itself only 
by suppressmg this spirit of individualism; and because 
the latter is an essential element, the community like- 
wise creates it as well, and creates it, too, by takmg 
up the attitude of seekmg to suppress it as a hostile 
principle. Nevertheless, since, by cutting itself off from 
the universal purpose, this hostile element is merely 
evil, and in itself of no account, it would be quite 
ineffective if the community itself did not recognize 
the force of youth, (manhood, which, while immature, 
stiU remains in the condition of particularity), as the 
force of the whole For the community, the whole, 
is a nation, it is itself individuality, and really only is 
something for itself by other individualities being for 
it, by its excludmg these from itself and knowing itself 
independent of them. The negative side of the com- 
munity, suppressmg the isolation of mdividuals within 
its own bounds, but originating activity directed 
beyond those bounds, finds the weapons of its warfare 
in individuals. War is the spirit and form in which 
the essential moment of ethical substance, the absolute 
freedom of ethical self-consciousness from all and every 
kind of existence, is manifestly confirmed and realized. 
While, on the one hand, war makes the particular 
spheres of property and personal independence, as 
well as the personality of the individual himself, feel 
the force of negation and destruction, on the other hand 
this engme of negation and destruction stands out as 
that which preserves the whole m security. The indi- 
vidual who provides pleasure to woman, the brave 

n 
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youth, the suppressed principle of rum and destruction, 
comes now into prominence, and is the factor of 
primary significance and worth. It is now physical 
strength and what seems hke the chance of fortune, 
that decide as to the existence of ethical hfe and spiritual 
necessity. Because the existence of the ethical life thus 
rests on physical strength and the chances of fortune, 
it IS eo %pso settled that its overthrow has come. While 
only household gods, m the former case, gave way 
before and were absorbed in the national spirit, here 
the livmg individual embodiments of the national 
spirit fall by their own individuahty and disappear in 
one universal community, whose bare universality 
IS soulless and dead, and whose livmg activity is found 
in the particular individual qua particular. The ethical 
form and embodiment of the life of spuit has passed 
away, and another mode appears in its place. 

This disappearance of the ethical substance, and its 
transition into another mode are thus determmed by 
the ethical consciousness being directed upon the law 
essentially in an immediate way. It lies in this char- 
acter of immediacy that nature at all enters into the 
acts which constitute the ethical life Its realization 
simply reveals the contradiction and the germ of 
destruction, which he hid within that very peace and 
beauty belongmg to the gracious harmony and peaceful 
equihbrium of the ethical spirit. For the essence and 
meamng of this immediacy contams a contradiction: 
it IS at once the unconscious peace of nature and the 
self-conscious unresting peace of spirit On account of 
this “naturalness”, this ethical nation is, in general, 
an indmduahty deterrmned by nature, and therefore 
limited, and thus finds its dissolution in, and gives 
place to, another individuahty. This determmateness 
bemg given a positive existence, is a limitation, but at 
the same time is the negative element in general and 
the self of individuality. In so far, however, as this 
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determinateness passes away, the life of spirit and 
this substance, conscious of itself in all its component 
individuals, are lost. The substance comes forth and 
stands apart as a formal universality of all the compo- 
nent individuals, and no longer dwells within them as 
a living spirit; mstead, the uniform solidarity of their 
individuality has burst into a plurality of separate 
points. 



THE CONDITION OF RIGHT OR LEGAL STATUS 


A further step m the realization of the principle of coherent sociality 
IS reached when the individual is invested with the universality of the 
social order by definite enactments of the controlling agency of the 
social whole His contingency as an individual is removed by his being 
expressly treated as a focal unity of the whole order, whose very exist- 
ence IS staked on mamtainmg him as a unit with a universal significance, 
and which stands or falls by mamtainmg him in this condition The 
universal order is m this case no longer merely implicit, merely a mattei 
of routine and custom, it is openly and objectively expressed m and 
through each mdividual component of society The form this takes is 
the differentiation of the social substance into a totahty of “persons”, 
each and all invested with express universal, or legally acknowledged, 
significance This is the sphere of legal personahty, or of individuality 
constituted by a system of Rights It is a supreme achievement of social 
existence, and the highest attainment of coherent social experience 
Hence the present section 

Tins is a condition or stage in every developed community But the 
specific historical material for this section is derived from the law- 
constituted social ordei of the Roman Empire, especially the Empne 
under the Antomnes Here, whethei by comeidence or otherwise, the 
culmination of imperial rule and the “golden age” of law synchronized 
The triumph of Roman imperial government and the perfecting of the 
system of Roman jurisprudence were accomplished durmg the same 
period of time, about a d 131*-235 There ls every leason to suppose 
that the two necessarily arose and fell together, and that the declme 
and disappearance of the Roman law constituted state should thus 
prepare the way for a further achievement of the social spirit of 
humanity Hence the lustorical justification for the transition to the 
next stage of social life, that of self-discordant spiritual existence 
* With this section should be read Hegel’s Philosophy of History, Part 
m* especially the introduction to this part, and Sect III, c 1 , “Rome 
under the Emperors ” 
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The general comprehensive unity; into which the 
living immediate unity of individuality and the ethical 
substance falls back, is the soulless {geistlos) community, 
which has ceased to be the un-selfconscious^ substance 
of individuals, and in which they now, each m his 
separate individual existence, count as selves and 
substances with a being of their own. The universal 
bemg thus split up into the atomic units of a sheer 
plurality of individuals, this inoperative, lifeless spirit 
IS a principle of equality in which all count for as much 
as each, i.e have the significance of Persons. What m 
the realm of the ethical life was called the hidden dmne 
law has in fact come out of concealment to the light of 
actuality. In the former the mdividual was, and was 
counted, actual merely as a blood relation, merely as 
sharing in the general life of the family. Qvu particular 
individual, he was the selfless departed spirit; now, 
however, he has come out of his unreality. Because the 
ethical substance is only objective, “true”, spirit, the 
individual on that account turns back to the immedi- 
ate certainty of his own self; he is that substance 
qua positive universal, but his actuality consists in 
being a negative universal self. 

We saw the powers and forms of the ethical world 
sink m the bare necessity of mere Destiny. This power 
of the ethical world is the substance turning itself 
back into its ultimate and simple nature. But that 
absolute being turning back into itself, that very 
necessity of characterless Destiny, is nothing else than 
the Ego of self-consciousness. 

This, therefore, is taken henceforth as the absolutely 
real, as the ultimate self-contained reality. To be so 
acknowledged is its substantiality; but this is abstract 


1 Reading “selbstbewtisstlose” (1st ed ) 
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Tinaversahty, because its content is this rigid self, not 
the self dissolved in the substance. 

Personality, then, has here risen out of the life and 
activity of the ethical substance. It is the condition 
in which the independence of consciousness has actual 
concrete validity. The unrealized abstract thought of 
such independence, which arises through renouncing 
actuality, was at an earlier stage before our notice 
in the form of “Stoical self-consciousness”. Just 
as the latter was the outcome of “Lordship and 
Bondage”,^ the mode in which self-consciousness exists 
immediately — ^so personality is the outgrowth of the 
immediate life of spirit which is the umversal con- 
trolling will of aU, as well as their dutiful obedience and 
submissive service. What m Stoicism was implicit 
merely in an abstract way, is now an exphcit concrete 
world. Stoicism is nothing else than the mood of 
consciousness which reduces to its abstract form the 
prmciple of legal status, the prmciple of the sphere 
of right — an independence devoid of the qualities of 
spirit (geistlos). By its flight from actuality it attamed 
merely the idea of independence it is absolutely sub- 
jective, exists solely for itself, m that it does not Imk 
its being to anything that exists, but is prepared to 
give up every kind of existence, and places its essential 
meamng in the unity of mere thinking. In the same 
manner, the “right” of a “person” is not hnked on to 
a richer or more powerful existence of the individual 
qua individual, nor again connected with a universal 
living spirit, but, rather, is attached to the mere unit 
of its abstract reahty, or to that unit qua self-conscious- 
ness in general. 

Now just as the abstract mdependence of Stoicism 
set forth the stages of its actualization, so, too, this 
last form of mdependence [Personahty] will recapitu- 
late the process of the former mode. The former 

^ V p 229 fl 
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[Stoicism] passes over into the state of sceptical con- 
fusion, into a broken gibber of negation, which without 
adopting any permanent form strays from one con- 
tmgent mode of being and thinkmg to another, dissi- 
pates them indeed in absolute independence, but just 
as readily creates them again once more. In fact, it is 
simply the contradiction of consciousness claiming 
to be at once independent and yet devoid of mdepen- 
dence. In like manner, the personal mdependence 
characteristic of the sphere of right is really a similar 
universal confusion and reciprocal dissolution of this 
kind. For what passes for the absolute essential reality 
IS self-consciousness in the sense of the bare empty 
unit of the person. As agamst this empty universahty, 
the substance has the form of what supplies the filling 
and the content; and this content is now left completely 
detached and disconnected, for the spirit, which kept 
it in subjection and held it together in its unity, is no 
longer present. The empty unit of the person is, there- 
fore, as regards its reality, an accidental existence, a 
contingent msubstantial process and activity that 
comes to no durable subsistence. Just as was the case 
m Scepticism, the formalism of “right” is, thus, by its 
very conception, without special content; it finds at its 
hand the fact of “possession,” a fact subsisting m 
multiplicity, and imprmts thereon the abstract uni- 
versality, by which it is called “property” — ^the same 
sort of abstraction as Scepticism made use of. But 
while the reality so determmed is m Scepticism called a 
mere appearance, “mere semblance”, and has merely a 
negative value, in the case of right it has a positive 
significance. The negative value m the former case 
consists m the real having the meaning of self qua 
thought, qm inherent universal , the positive significance 
in the latter case, however, consists in its being mine 
in the sense of the category, as something whose 
validity is admitted, recognized, and actual. Both are 
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the same abstract universal. The actual content, the 
proper value of what is “mine” — ^whether it be an 
external possession, or again inner riches or poverty of 
mmd and character — ^is not contained in this empty 
forn and does not concern it. The content belongs, 
tlerefore, to a peculiar specific power, which is some- 
thing different from the formal universal, is chance 
and caprice. Consciousness of right, therefore, even in 
the very process of making its claim good, experiences 
the loss of its own reality, discovers its complete lack 
of inherent substantiality; and to describe an individual 
vas a “person” is to use an expression of contempt. 
"“The free and unchecked power possessed by the 
content takes determinate shape in this way. The 
absolute plurahty of dispersed atomic personalities is, 
by the nature of this characteristic feature, gathered 
at the same time into a smgle centre, alien to them 
and just as devoid of the life of spirit (getsflos) That 
central point is, in one respect, hke the atomic rigidity 
of their personality, a merely smgle reality; but in 
contrast to their empty singleness, it has the sigmfi- 
cance of the entire content, and hence is taken to be the 
essential element, while again, in contrast to their 
pretended absolute, but inherently insubstantial, reality 
it is the universal power, and absolute actuality. This 
“lord and master of the world” takes himself in this 
way to be the absolute person, comprising at the same 
time aU existence within himself, for whom there 
exists no higher type of spirit. He is a person: but the 
solitary single person who has taken his stand confront- 
mg all. These all constitute and estabhsh the triumphant 
umversahty of the one person; for the single being, as 
such, is truly what it is only qua universal plurality 
of single units: cut off from this plurality, the solitary 
and single self is, m fact, a powerless and unreal self. 
At the same time, it is the consciousness of the content 
which is antithetically opposed to that universal 
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personality. This content, however, when liberated 
from its negative power, means chaos of spiritual 
powers, which, when let loose, become elemental 
independent agencies, break out into wild extrava- 
gances and excesses, and fall on one another in mad 
destruction. Their helpless seH-consciousness is the 
powerless inoperative enclosure and the arena of their 
chaotic tumult. But this master and lord of the world, 
aware of his being the sum and substance of all actual 
powers, js the titanic self-consciousness, which takes 
itself to be the hving God. Since, however, he exists 
merely qw formal self, which is unable to tame and 
subdue those powers, his procedure and his self-enjoy- 
ment are equally titamc excess.^ 

The lord of the world becomes really conscious of 
what he is — viz the universal might of actuality — ^by 
that power of destruction which he exercises against 
the contrasted selfhood of his subjects For his power 
is not the spiritual union and concord in which the 
various persons might get to know their own self- 
consciousness. Rather they exist as persons separately 
for themselves, and aU continuity with others is ex- 
cluded from the absolute punctual atomicity of their 
nature. They are, therefore, in a merely negative 
relation, a relation of exclusion both to one another 
and to him, who is their principle of connexion or 
continuity. Qua this continuity, he is the essential 
being and content of their formal nature — a content, 
however, foreign to them, and a being hostile in char- 
acter, which abolishes just what they take to be their 
very essence, viz. bare self-existence without any 
content, mere empty independent existence each on its 
own account. And, again, qua the continuity of their 
personahty, he destroys this very personality itself. 
Juridical personahty thus finds itself, rather, without 

^ Cp with the above Hobbes’ Leviathan The historical reference 
here is to the “apotheosis’* of the Homan Emperors, 
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any substance of its own, since content alien to it is 
imposed on it and holds good within it — and does so 
there, because such content is the reality of that 
type of personality On the other hand the passion for 
destroymg and turning over everything on this unreal 
field gains for itself the consciousness of its complete 
supremacy. But this self is sheer devastation, and 
hence is merely beside itself, and is indeed the very 
abandonment and rejection of its owm seh-consciousness. 

Such, then, is the constitution of that aspect in 
which self-consciousness qtta absolute being is actual. 
The consciousness, however, that is driven back into 
itself out of this actuality, thinks this its msubstanti- 
ality, makes it an object of thought. Formerly we saw the 
stoical independence of pure thought pass through 
Scepticism and find its true issue in the “unhappy 
consciousness” — ^the truth about what constitutes its 
inherent and explicit nature, its final meaning. If this 
knowledge appeared at that stage merely as the one- 
sided view of a consciousness qua consciousness, here 
the actual truth of that view has made its appearance. 
The truth consists in the fact that this universal 
accepted objectivity of self-consciousness is reality 
estranged from it This objectivity is the universal 
actuality of the self; but this actuality is directly the 
perversion of the self as well — ^it is the loss of its 
essential being. The reahty of the self that was not 
found in the ethical world, has been gained by its 
reverting into the “person”. What in the case of the 
former was aU harmony and union, comes now on 
the scene, no doubt m developed form, but self- 
estranged. 
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SPIRIT IN SELF-ESTRANGEMENT— THE DISCIPLINE 
OF CULTURE 

The life of spirit as found in the social self-consciousness has two 
fundamental factois, the universal spnit or social whole as such, and 
the individual menpibei as such The mteri elation of these constitutes the 
spiritual existence of society Each by itself is abstract, but the lealiza- 
tion of complete spiritual life through and m each is absolutely essential 
for spiritual fulfilment In the preceding analysis of spirit, one form of 
this process has been considered, the reahzation of the objective social 
order in and through mdividuals In the succeedmg section, with its' 
various subsections, the other process of secuimg the same general 
result is analysed we have the movement by which, startmg fiom the' 
individual spirit, the realization of complete spiritual existence is 
established The former starts from the compact solidarity of the social 
substance, and results m the establishment of separate and mdividually 
complete legal personalities The lattei process staits from the iigidly 
exclusive unity of the mdividual self and issues m the establishment of 
a social order of absolutely umversal and therefore absolutely fiee wills 
Both processes are per se abstract, necessary though they are hence, 
as we shall find, a fuither stage m the evolution of spirit has still to 
appeal 

The piocess of spnit m this second stage assumes fiom the stait a 
conscious contiast between the mdividual spirit and a umversal spuitual 
whole, a contrast, which, while profound, the mdividual seeks to remove, 
because the umversahty of spiritual existence which he seeks to attain 

implicitly involved m his veiy bemg as a spiritual entity His spiritual 
life seems, to begin with, rent m twam, so complete is the sense of the 
opposition of these factors constituting his hfe His true life, his objective 
embodiment, seems outside him altogethei and yet is felt to be his own 
self He seems “estranged” from his complete self, and the estrangement 
seems his own doing, because the substance from which he is cut off is 
lelt to be his own The contrast is the deepest that spirit can possibly 
experience, just because spirit is and Imows itself to be self-contained 
and self -complete, “the only leality” The contrast can only be removed 
by effort and stiuggle, for the mdividual spirit has to create or recreate 
for itself and by its own activity a imiversal objective spiritual realm, 
which it implies and m winch alone it can be fiee and feel itself at home 
The stiuggle spirit goes tlirough is thus the gieatest in the whole range 
of its expeiience, for the opposition to be overcome is the profoundest 
that exists Smee its aim is to achieve the highest for itself, nothmg 
sacred can he allowed to stand m its way It will make any saciifice, 
and, if necessary, pioduc© the direst spuitual disaster, a spiritual 
“reign of tenor”, to accomplish its result 

The movement of spirit heie analysed coveis every foim of the 
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uidividuar& “stxuggle for a substantial spiritual life” It embiaces the 
“mtelleotual”, “economic”, “religious”, and the “ethical” m the 
narrower sense of these terms , it embraces all that we mean by “cultuie” 
and “civilization” Hence the vaxious parts of the argument — spiritual 
“discipline”, “enlightenment”, the pursuit of “wealth”, “behef” and 
“supeistition”, “absolute fieedom” 

The process of spiritual life passed under critical review here is familiar 
to a greater or less extent m every age and every society But the actual 
historical material present to the mmd of the writer is derived from 
( 1 ) the period of European history embracing the entrance of Christianity 
and Christian philosophy into Emopean civilization after the fall of the 
Roman Empire, and the intellectual, “humanistic”, awakenmg of the 
Renaissance which led on to the ecclesiastical revolution known as the 
Reformation (2) the rationeihstic movement of the eighteenth century, 
the so-called “Enlightenment” which preceded and culminated in the 
French Revolution, the supreme outburst of spiritual emancipation 
known in Euiopean history These two periods, far removed as they are 
in time, have much in common They embody piinciples of spiritual 
development fxmdamentally alike, and are therefore freely drawn upon 
m the analysis, regardless of historicity 

Much of Hegel’s analysis of the first stage of this spiritual movement 
has also directly in view the character of Rameau m Diderot’s dialogue 
Le neveu de Rameau This remai kable work was written m 1 7 60, but was 
fiist brought to the notice of the literary public by Goethe, who trans- 
lated and published the work m 1805 It thus came mto Hegel’s hands 
while he was wiitmg the Phenomenology and this perhaps accounts for 
the repeated references to it m the aigument The term “self -estranged 
f spirit” with which he heads this section occurs m Goethe’s translation 
Rameau is an extreme type of such a spiiit 

With this section should be i ead Hegel’s Philosophy of History y Pt II I, 
§ 3, c 2, Pt ly, § 2, c, 1, § 3, c 1, 3 the History of Philosophy y Pt 3, 
Introduction, and c 2, “The French Philosophy and the German 
Enlightenment ” 



SPIRIT IN SELF-ESTRANGEMENT— THE DISCIPLINE 
OF CULTURE 


The ethical substance preserved and kept opposition 
enclosed within its simple conscious life; and this 
consciousness was in immediate unity with its own 
essential nature. That nature has therefore the simple 
characteristic of something merely existing for the 
consciousness which is directed immediately upon it, 
and whose “custom” {Sitte) it is. Consciousness does not 
take itself to be particular excluding self, nor does the 
substance mean for it an existence shut out from it, 
with which it would have to establish its identity only 
through estranging itself and thus at the same time 
have to produce that substance. But that spirit, whose 
self IS absolutely insular, absolutely discrete, finds its 
content over against itself in the form of a leality 
that is just as impenetrable as itself, and the world here 
gets the characteristic of being something external, 
negative to self-consciousness. Yet this world is a 
spiritual reality, it is essentially the fusion of individual- 
ity with being. This its existence is the work of self- 
consciousness, but likewise an actuality immediately 
present and alien to it, which has a peculiar being of its 
own, and m which it does not know itself. This reality 
is the external element and the free content^ of the 
sphere of legal right But this external reality, which 
the lord of the world of legal right takes control of, is 
not merely this elementary external entity casually 
lying before the self; it is his work, but not in a 
positive sense, rather negatively so. It acquires its 
existence by self-consciousness of its own accord 
relinquishing itself and giving up its essentiality, 
the condition which, in that waste and ruin which 
prevail in the sphere of right, the external force 
of the elements let loose seems to bring upon self- 

^ V. p. 601 
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consciousness. These elements by themselves are 
sheer ruin and destruction, and cause their own 
overthrow. This overthrow, however, this their nega- 
tive nature, is ]ust the self; it is their subject, their 
action, and their process. Such process and activity 
again, through which the substance becomes actual, 
are the estrangement of personahty, for the immediate 
self, i.e. the self without estrangement and holding 
good as it stands, is without substantial content, and 
the sport of these ragmg elements. Its substance is 
thus ]ust its relmquishment, and the relinquishment 
is the substance, i.e. the spiritual powers for min g them- 
selves into a coherent world and thereby securing their 
subsistence. 

The substance m this way is spirit, self-conscious 
umty of the self and the essential nature; but both 
also take each other to mean and to imply alienation. 
Spirit IS consciousness of an objective reality which 
exists mdependently on its own account. Over agamst 
this consciousness stands, however, that unity of the 
self with the essential nature, consciousness pure and 
simple over agamst actual consciousness. On the one 
side actual self-consciousness by its self-relmquishment 
passes over mto the real world, and the latter back 
agam mto the former. On the other side, however, this 
very actuahty, both person and objectivity, is cancelled 
and superseded; they are purely umversal. This 
then alienation is pure consciousness, or the essential 
nature. The “present” has directly its opposite in its 
“beyond”, winch is its thinking and its being thought; 
just as this agam has its opposite m what is here m 
the “present”, which is the actuality of the “beyond” 
but alienated from it. 

Spirit m this case, therefore, constructs not merely 
one world, but a twofold world, divided and self- 
opposed. The world of the ethical spirit is its own 
proper present; and hence every power it possesses 
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IS found m this unity of the present, and, so far as each 
separates itself from the other, each is still in equi- 
librium with the whole. Nothing has the significance of 
a negative of self-consciousness, even the spirit of the 
departed is m the life-blood of his relative, is present 
m the self of the family, and the umversal power of 
government is the wfil, the self of the nation. Here, 
however, what is present means merely objective 
actuahty, which has its consciousness m the beyond; 
each smgle moment, as an essential entity, receives 
this, and thereby actuahty, from an other, and so far 
as it IS actual, its essential bemg is somethmg other 
than its own actuahty. Nothmg has a spirit self- 
estabhshed and mdwelhng within it; rather, each is 
outside itself m what is ahen to it. The equilibrium of 
the whole is not the umty which abides by itself, nor 
its mwardly secured tranqmUity, but rests on the 
estrangement of its opposite. The whole is, therefore, 
hke each smgle moment, a self-estranged reahty. It 
breaks up mto two spheres: m one kingdom self-con- 
sciousness IS actually both the self and its object, and 
in another we have the kingdom of pure consciousness, 
which, being beyond the former, has no actual present, 
but exists for Faith, is matter of Behef. Now just as the 
ethical world passes from the separation of divine and 
human law, with its various forms, and its conscious- 
ness gets away from the division mto knowledge and 
the absence of knowledge, and returns mto the prmciple 
which IS its destmy, mto the self which is the power to 
destroy and negate this opposition, so, too, both these 
kingdoms of self-alienated spirit will return mto the 
self. But if the former, the first self holdmg good 
directly, was the smgle person, this second, which 
returns mto itself from its self-rehnquishment, wiU be 
the universal self, the consciousness graspmg the 
conception; and these spiritual worlds, all of whose 
moments insist on having a fixed reality and an un- 
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spiritual subsistence, will be dissolved m the light 
of pure Insight. This insight, being the self grasping 
itself, completes the stage of culture. It takes up 
nothing but the self, and everything as the self, i.e. it 
comprehends everything, extinguishes aU objective- 
ness, and converts everything implicit into something 
explicit, everything which has a bemg m itself mto 
what is for itself. When turned agamst belief, agamst 
faith, as the alien realm of inner bemg lymg m the 
distant beyond, it is Enhghtenment {Anfklarung). 
This enhghtenment completes spirit’s self -estrangement 
in this realm too, whither spirit m self-ahenation turns 
to seek its safety as to a region where it becomes 
conscious of the peace of self-equipoise. Enhghtenment 
upsets the household arrangements, which spirit carries 
out m the house of faith, by brmging m the goods and 
furmshmgs belongmg to the world of the Here and 
Now, a world which that spirit cannot refuse to accept 
as its own property, for its conscious hfe likewise 
belongs to that world. In this negative task pure 
insight realizes itself at the same tune, and brmgs to 
hght its own proper object, the “unknowable absolute 
Being” and utihty.^ Smce m this way actuahty has lost 
all substantiality, and there is nothing more impbcit 
m it, the kindgom of faith, as also that of the real 
world, 18 overthrown; and this revolution brings about 
absolute freedom, the stage at which the spirit formerly 
^tranged has gone back completely mto itself, leaves 
behind this sphere of culture, and passes over mto 
another region, the land of the inner or subj’ective 
moral consciousness {moralischen Bevmsstsein). 

1 Cp Eighteenth century Deism and utilitarianism 
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THE WORLD OF SPIRIT IN SELF-ESTRANGEMENT 

The sphere of spirit at this stage breaks up into two 
regions. The one is the actual world, that of self- 
estrangement, the other is that which spirit constructs 
for itself in the ether of pure consciousness, raismg 
itself above the first. This second world, being con- 
structed in opposition and contrast to that estrange- 
ment, is just on that account not free from it; on the 
contrary, it is only the other form of that very estrange- 
ment, which consists precisely in having a conscious 
existence in two sorts of worlds, and embraces both. 
Hence it is not seH-consciousness of Absolute Bemg 
m and for itself, not Religion, which is here dealt with : 
it IS Belief, Faith, m so far as faith is a flight from the 
actual world, and thus is not a seK-complete experience 
{an und fur sick). Such flight from the realm of the 
present is, therefore, directly in its very nature a dual 
state of mind. Pure consciousness is the sphere mto 
which spuit rises: but it is not only the element of 
faith, but of the notion as weU. Consequently both 
appear on the scene together at the same time, and the 
former comes before us only in antithesis to the 
latter. 
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CULTURE AND ITS REALM OF ACTUAL REALITY i 

The spirit of this world is spiritual essence permeated 
by a self-consciousness which knows itself to he directly 
present as a self-existent particular, and knows that 
essence as an objective actuality over against itseK. But 
the existence of this world, as also the actuahty of self- 
consciousness, depends on the process that self-conscious- 
ness divests itself of its personahty, by so domg creates 
its world, and treats it as something alien and external, 
of which it must now take possession. But the renun- 
ciation of its seH-existence is itself the production of the 
actuahty, and m domg so, therefore, self-consciousness 
%pso facto makes itself master of this world. 

To put the matter otherwise, self-consciousness is 
only somethmg definite, it only has real existence, so 
far as it ahenates itself from itself. By domg so, it puts 
itself m the position of somethmg universal, and this 
its universahty is its vaMdity, estabhshes it, and is its 
actuahty. This equahty of the self with all selves is, 
therefore, not the equahty that was found m the case 
of right; self-consciousness does not here, as there, 
get immediate vahdity and acknowledgment merely 
because it is; on the contrary, its claim to be valid 
rests on its having made itself, by that mediating pro- 
cess of self-alienation, conform to what is universal. 
The spiritless formal universahty which characterizes 
the sphere of right takes up every natural form of 
character as well as of existence, and sanctions and 
estabhshes them. The universality which holds good 
here, however, is one that has undergone development, 
and for that reason it is concrete and actual. 

The means, then, whereby an individual gets objec- 

^ It Will be observed that ‘^cultme” embraces all means of self- 
developmen,t, “ideas” as well as material factors such as “wealth”. 
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tive validity and concrete actuality here is the forma- 
tive process of Culture. The estrangement on the part 
of spirit from its natural existence is here the mdi- 
vidual’s true and origmal nature, his very substance. 
The relinquishment of this natural state is, therefore, 
both his purpose and his mode of existence; it is at the 
same time the mediatmg process, the transition of the 
thought-constituted substance to concrete actuality, 
as weU as, conversely, the transition of determinate 
individuality to its essential constitution. This mdi- 
viduahty moulds itself by culture to what it inherently 
IS, and only by so domg is it then something per se 
and possessed of concrete existence. The extent^ of its 
culture is the measure of its reality and its power. 
Although the self, qua this particular self, knows itself 
here to be real, yet its concrete realization consists 
solely in cancelhng and transcending the natural self. 
The origmal determmateness of its nature is, therefore, 
reduced to a matter of quantity, to a greater or less 
energy of will, a non-essential principle of distinction. 
But purpose and content of the self belong to the 
universal substance alone, and can only be something 
umversal. The specific particularity of a given nature, 
which becomes purpose and content, is something 
powerless and unreal; it is a “kind of being” which 
exerts itself foolishly and in vam to attain embodiment: 
it IS the contradiction of givmg reality to the bare 
particular, while reahty is, tpso facto, something 
universal. If, therefore, mdividuahty is falsely held to 
consist m particularity of nature and character, then 
the real world contams no individuahties and char- 
acters, mdividuals are all alike for one another; the 
pretence {verme%nt) of individuality in that case is 
precisely the mere presumptive [gemeint) existence 
which has no permanent place in this world where only 
renunciation of self and, therefore, only universality 

^ Bacon’s phrase, “Knowledge is power”. 
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get actual reality. What is presumed or conjectured 
to be {Das Oeme^nte) passes, therefore, simply for what 
it IS, for a hnd of bemg. “Kmd” is not quite the same 
as Esp^e,^ “the most horrible of all nicknames, for 
it signifies mediocrity, and denotes the highest degree 
of contempt”. 2 “A kmd” and “to be good of its kind” 
are German expressions, which add an air of honesty 
to this meaning, as if it were not so badly meant and 
mtended after all, or which, indeed, do not yet mvolve 
a clear consciousness of what “kind” and what culture 
and reahty are. 

That which, in reference to the smgle individual, 
appears as his culture, is the essential moment of 
spiritual substance as such, viz.: the direct transition 
of its ideal, thought-constituted, universality mto 
actual reality; or otherwise put, culture is the smgle 
soul of this substance, m virtue of which the essenti- 
ally inherent {AmwTi) becomes something explicitly 
acknowledged, and assumes definite objective existence. 
The process in which an mdividuahty cultivates itself 
IS, therefore, ipso facto, the development of individuality 
qua universal objective being; that is to say, it is the 
development of the actual world. This world, although 
it has come into being by means of individuality, is m 
the eyes of self-consciousness something that is directly 
and primarily estranged, and, for self-consciousness, 
takes on the form of a fixed, tmdisturbed reahty. But 
at the same tune self-consciousness is sure this is its 
own substance, and proceeds to take it under control. 
This power over its substance it acquires by culture, 
which, looked at from this aspect, appears as self- 
consciousness making itself conform to reality, and 
domg so to the extent permitted by the energy of its 
original character and talents. What seems here to be 
the indmduars power and force, brmgmg the substance 

^ “Espece se dit de personnes auxquelles on ne trouve ni qiialit6 ni 
m6rite*’^ — Littr4, 2 Diderot’s Rameau's Neffe 
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under it, and thereby doing away with that substance 
IS the same thing as the actualization of the substance. 
For the power of the individual consists m conforming 
itself to that substance, i.e. in emptying itself of its own 
self, and thus establishing itseK as the objectively 
existmg substance. Its culture and its own reality are, 
therefore, the process of making the substance itself 
actual and concrete. 

The self is conscious of being actual only as trans- 
cended, as cancelled.^ The self does not here involve 
the unity of consciousness of self and object; rather 
this object is negative as regards the self. By means 
of the self qua inner soul of the process, the substance 
IS so moulded and worked up in its various moments, 
that one opposite puts life into the other, each opposite, 
by its alienation from the other, gives the other stabil- 
ity, and similarly gets stability from the other At the 
same time, each moment has its own defimte nature, 
in the sense of having an insuperable worth and sig- 
nificance; and has a fixed reality as against the other. 
The process of thought fixes this distinction in the 
most general manner possible, by means of the absolute 
opposition of “good” and “bad”, which are poles 
asunder, and can in no way become one and the same. 
But the very soul of what is thus fixed consists in its 
immediate transition to its opposite; existence con- 
sists really in transmuting each determinate element 
into its opposite ; and it is only this estrangement that 
constitutes the essential nature and the preservation 
of the whole. We must now consider this process by 
which the moments are thus made actual and give each 
other life; the alienation will be found to alienate itself, 
and the whole thereby will take aU its contents back 
into the ultimate principle it implies {seinen Begriff). 

At the outset we must deal with the simple sub- 
stance itself in its immediate unconscious organiza- 

1 Cp. Hume’s view of “personal identity”, Treatwe, pt IV, c 6 
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tion of its moments; they exist there, but are lifeless, 
their soul is wantmg. We have here somethmg like 
what we find m nature. Nature, we find, is resolved 
and spread out into separate and general elements — 
air, water, fire, earth. Of these air is the unchanging 
factor, purely universal and transparent; water, the 
reality that is for ever being resolved and given up; 
fire, their animatmg unity which is ever dissolvmg 
opposition into unity, as well as breakmg up their 
simple unity into opposite constituents: earth is the 
tightly compact knot of this articulated whole, the 
subject in which these realities are, where their pro- 
cesses take effect, that which they start from and to 
which they return. In the same way the inner essential 
nature, the simple life of spirit that pervades self- 
conscious reality, is resolved, spread out mto similar 
general areas or masses, spiritual masses in this case, 
and appears as a whole organized world. In the case 
of the first mass it is the inherently universal spiritual 
being, self -identical; in the second it is self-existent 
being, it has become mherently self-discordant, sacri- 
ficing itself, abandonmg itself, the third which takes 
the form of self-consciousness is subject, and possesses 
m its very nature the fiery force of dissolution. In the 
first case it is conscious of itself, as immanent and 
imphcit, as existmg per se; in the second it finds 
independence, self-existence {F%rs%chseyn) developed 
and carried out by means of the sacrifice of what is 
umversal. But spirit itself is the self-containedness and 
self-completeness of the whole, which splits up mto 
substance qua constantly enduring and substance qua 
self-sacrificmg, and which at the same time resumes 
substance again into its own unity, a whole which is 
at once a fiame of fire burstmg out and consuming 
the substance, as well as the abidmg form of the sub- 
stance consumed. We can see that the areas of spiritual 
reality here referred to correspond to the Community 
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and the Family in the ethical world, without, however, 
possessing the native indwelling spirit which the latter 
have On the other hand, while destiny is alien to this 
spirit, here self-consciousness is and knows itself to be 
the real power underlying them. 

We have now to consider these separate members 
of the whole, in the first instance as regards the way 
they are presented qua thoughts, qua essential inherent 
entities falling within pure consciousness, and also 
secondly as regards the way they appear as objective 
realities in concrete conscious life. 

In the first form, the simplicity of content found m 
pure consciousness, the first member, bemg the self- 
identical, immediate and unchanging nature of every 
consciousness is the Good: — the mdependent spiritual 
power inherent in the essence, alongside which the 
activity of the mere seK-existent consciousness is only 
by-play. Its other is the passive spiritual being, the 
universal so far as it parts with its own claims, and 
lets individuals get in it the consciousness of their 
particular existence; it is a state of nothingness, a 
bemg that is nuU and void, the Bad. This absolute 
break-up of the real mto these disjecta membra is itself 
a permanent condition, while the first member is the 
foundation, startmg-point, and result of individuals, 
which are there purely universal, the second member, 
on the other hand, is a bemg partly sacrificmg itself 
for another, and, on that very account, is partly their 
mcessant return to self qua mdividual, and their con- 
stant development of a separate bemg of their own. 

But, secondly, these bare ideas of Good and Bad are 
similarly and immediately alienated from one another; 
they are actual, and in actual consciousness appear as 
moments that are ob3eotive. In this sense the first 
state of being is the Power of the State, the second 
its Resources or Wealth. The state-power is the simple 
spiritual substance, as well as the achievement of all. 
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the absolutely accomplished fact, wherein individuals 
find their essential nature expressed, and where their 
particular existence is simply and solely a conscious- 
ness of their own universality. It is likewise the 
achievement and simple result from which the sense 
of its having been their domg has vanished: it stands 
as the absolute basis of all their action, where all their 
action securely subsists. This simple ethereal substance 
of their life, owmg to its thus determmmg their un- 
alterable self-identity, has the nature of objective 
bemg, and hence only stands in relation to and exists 
for “another”. It is thus, %p$o facto, inherently the 
opposite of itself — Wealth or Resources. Although 
wealth IS somethmg passive, is nothmgness, it is like- 
wise a universal spiritual entity, the contmuously 
created result of the labour and action of aU, just as 
it IS again dissipated into the enjoyment of all. In 
enjoyment each individuality no doubt becomes aware 
of seK-existence, aware of itself as single; but this 
enjoyment is itself the result of universal action, just 
as, reciprocally, wealth calls forth universal labour, and 
produces enjoyment for aU The actual has through and 
through the spiritual significance of being directly 
universal. Each mdividual doubtless thinks he is acting 
in his own interests when getting this enjoyment ; for 
this is the aspect in which he gets the sense of being 
something on his own account, and for that reason he 
does not take it to be somethmg spiritual. Yet looked 
at even in external fashion, it becomes manifest that 
m his own enjoyment each gives enjoyment to aU, in 
his own labour each works for aU as well as for himself, 
and all for him. His self-existence is, therefore, in- 
herently universal, and self-mterest is merely a sup- 
position that cannot get the length of making concrete 
and actual what it means or supposes, viz to do some- 
thmg that is not to further the good of aU. 

Thus, then, in these two spiritual powers self-eon- 
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sciousness finds its own substance, content, and purpose ; 
it has there a direct intuitive consciousness of its two- 
fold nature; in one it sees what it is inherently in itself, 
in the other what it is explicitly for itself. At the same 
time qua spirit, it is the negative unity, uniting the 
subsistence of these powers with the separation of 
mdmduahty from the universal, or that of reality from 
the self. Dominion and wealth are, therefore, before the 
individual as objects he is aware of, i.e. as objects from 
which he knows himself to be detached and between 
which he thinks he can choose, or even dechne to 
choose either. In the form of this detached bare con- 
sciousness he stands over agamst the essential reality 
as one which is merely there for him. He then has the 
reality qua essential reality withm himself. In this bare 
consciousness the moments of the substance are taken 
to be not state-power and wealth, but thoughts, the 
thoughts of Good and Bad But further, self-eon- 
sciousness is a relation of his pure consciousness 
to his actual consciousness, of what is thought to the 
objective being; it is essentially Judgment. What is 
Good and what is Bad has already been brought out 
m the case of the two aspects of actual reahty by deter- 
mining what the aspects immediately are; the Good 
is state-power, the Bad, wealth. But this first judg- 
ment, this first distmction of content, cannot be looked 
at as a “spiritual” judgment; for m that first judgment 
the one side has been characterized as only the inher- 
ently existmg or positive, and the other side as only 
the explicit self -existent and negative. But qua spiritual 
reahties, each permeates both moments, pervades both 
aspects ; and thus their nature is not exhausted in those 
specific characteristics [positive and negative]. And the 
self-consciousness that has to do with them is self- 
complete, is in itself and for itself. It must, therefore, 
relate itseK to each in that twofold form m which they 
appear; and by so doing, this nature of theirs, which 
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consists in being self-estranged determinations, will 
come to hght. 

Now seK-consciousness takes that object to be good, 
and to exist per se, m which it finds itself; and that 
to be bad when it finds the opposite of itself there. 
Goodness means identity of objective reality with it, 
badness their disparity. At the same time what is for 
it good and bad, is per se good and bad; because it 
IS just that in which these two aspects — of being per 
se, and of being for it — are the same: it is the real 
mdwellmg soul of the objective facts, and the judgment 
IS the evidence of its power withm them, a power which 
makes them into what they are in themselves. What 
they are when spirit is actively related to them, their 
identity or non-identity with spirit — ^that is their real 
nature and the test of their true meamng, and not how 
they are identical or diverse taken immediately in 
themselves apart from spirit, i.e. not their inherent 
bemg and self -existence in abstracto. The active relation 
of spirit to these moments — ^which are first put forward 
as objects to it and thereafter pass by its action into 
what IS essential and inherent — ^becomes at the same 
time their reflexion into themselves, in virtue of which 
they obtain actual spiritual existence, and their spiritual 
meamng comes to light. But as their first immediate 
characteristic is distinct from the relation of spirit to 
them, the third determinate moment — ^their own proper 
spirit — ^is also distmguished from the second moment. 
Their second mherent nature {Das zweite Ansich der- 
selhen ) — ^their essentiality which comes to hght through 
the relation of spirit to them — ^m the first mstance, must 
surely turn out different from the immediate inherent 
nature; for indeed this mediating process of spiritual 
activity puts m motion the immediate characteristic, 
and turns it into something else. 

As a result of this process, then, the self-contained 
conscious mind doubtless finds in the Power of the 
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State its bare and simple reality, and its subsistence; 
but it does not find its individuality as such; it finds 
its inherent and essential being, but not what it is for 
itself. Rather, it finds there action qua mdividual action 
rejected and denied, and subdued into obedience. The 
individual thus recoils before this power and turns back 
into himself, it is for him the reality that suppresses 
him, and is the bad. For instead of being identical with 
him, that -with which he is at one, it is something 
utterly m discordance with individuality. In contrast 
■with this, Wealth is the good; wealth tends to the 
general en303mient, it is there simply to be disposed of, 
and it ensures for every one the consciousness of his 
particular self. Riches means in its very nature uni- 
versal beneficence: if it refuses any benefit in a given 
case, and does not gratify every need, this is merely 
an accident which does not detract from its universal 
and necessary nature of imparting to every mdividual 
his share and being a thousand-handed benefactor. 

These two judgments pro'vide the ideas of Goodness 
and Badness with a content which is the reverse of what 
they had for us. Seh-consciousness had up till now, 
however, been related to its objects only mcompletely, 
VIZ. only according to the criterion of the seM-existent. 
But consciousness is also real in its inherent nature, 
and has likewise to take this aspect for its point of 
view and criterion, and by so doing round oS com- 
pletely the 3udgment of self-conscious spirit According 
to this aspect state-power expresses its essential nature; 
the power of the state is m part the quiet insistence 
of law, in part government and prescription, which 
appomts and regulates the particular processes of 
universal action. The one is the simple substance itself, 
the other its action which animates and sustams itself 
and all individuals. The indi'vidual thus finds therein 
his ground and nature expressed, organized, and exer- 
cised. As agamst this, the indmdual, by the en3oyment 
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of wealth, does not get to know his own universal 
nature: he only gets a transitory consciousness and 
enjoyment of himself qua particular and self -existing, 
and discovers his discordance, his want of agreement 
with his own essential nature. The conceptions Good 
and Bad thus receive here a content the opposite of 
what they had before. 

These two ways of judging find each of them an 
identity and a disagreement. In the first case con- 
sciousness finds the power of the state out of agreement 
with it, and the enjoyment that came from wealth in 
accord with it; while in the second case the reverse 
holds good. There is a twofold attainment of identity 
and a twofold form of disagreement: there is an oppo- 
site relation established towards both the essential 
realities. We must pass judgment on these different 
ways of judging as such; to this end we have to apply 
the criterion already brought forward. The conscious 
relation which finds identity or agreement, is, according 
to this standard, the Good; that which finds want of 
agreement, the Bad. These two types of relation must 
henceforth be regarded as diverse forms of conscious 
existence Conscious life, through taking up a different 
kmd of relation, thereby becomes itself characterized 
as different, comes to be itself good or bad. It is not 
thus distinct in virtue of the fact that it took as its 
constitutive principle either existence for itself, or mere 
being in itself; for both are equally essential moments 
of its life: that dual way of judging, above discussed, 
presented those principles as separated, and contained, 
therefore, merely abstract ways of judging. Concrete 
actual conscious life has wathm it both principles, and 
the distmction between its forms falls solely withm its 
own nature, viz. inside the relation of itself to the real. 

This relation takes opposite forms; in the one there 
is an active attitude towards state-power and wealth 
as to something with which it is in accord, in the other 
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it is related to these realities as to something with 
which it IS at variance, A conscious life which finds 
itself at one with them has the attribute of Nobility. 
In the case of the public authority of the state, it 
regards what is in accord with itseK, and sees that it 
has there its own nature pure and simple and the sphere 
for the exercise of its own powers, and stands in the 
position of actually rendermg obedient service in its 
interests, as well as that of inner reverence towards it. 
In the same way in the sphere of wealth, it sees that 
wealth secures for it the consciousness of self -existence, 
of realizing the other essential aspect of its nature: 
hence it looks upon wealth likewise as somethmg essen- 
tial in relation to itself, acknowledges him from whence 
the enjoyment comes as a benefactor, and considers 
itself under a debt of obligation. 

The conscious hfe involved in the other relation, 
again, that of disagreement, has the attribute of Base- 
ness, It holds to its discordance with both those essen- 
tial elements. It looks upon the authoritative power 
of the state as a chain, as something suppressing its 
separate existence for its own sake, and hence hates 
the ruler, obeys only with secret malice, and stands 
ever ready to burst out m rebellion. It sees, too, in 
wealth, by which it attains to the enjoyment of its 
own independent existence, merely somethmg discor- 
dant, 1 e. its disagreement with its permanent nature; 
since through wealth it only gets a sense of its particular 
isolated existence and a consciousness of passing enjoy- 
ment, since it loves wealth but despises it, and, with 
the disappearance of enjoyment, of what is inherently 
evanescent, regards its relation to the man of wealth 
as having ceased too. 

These relations now express, m the fi^rst instance, a 
judgment, the determinate characterization of what 
both those facts [state-power and wealth] are as objects 
for consciousness; not as yet what they are m their 
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complete objective nature {an undfur s%c}b). The reflex- 
ion which IS presented in this judgment is partly at 
first for us [who are philosophizing] an affirmation of 
the one characteristic along with the other, and hence 
is a simultaneous canceUing of both; it is not yet the 
reflexion of them for consciousness itself. Partly, again, 
they are at first immediate essential entities; they have 
not become this, nor is there in them consciousness of 
self : that for which they are is not yet their animating 
principle: they are predicates which are not yet them- 
selves subject. On account of this separation, the 
entirety of the spiritual process of judgment also breaks 
asunder and falls mto two modes of consciousness, each 
of which has a one-sided character. Now, just as at the 
outset the indifference of the two aspects in the process 
of self-estrangement — one of which was the mherent 
essential being of pure consciousness, viz. the deter- 
minate ideas of good and bad, the other their actual 
existence in the form of state-power and wealth — ^passed 
to the stage of being related the one to the other, passed 
to the level of judgment; in the same way this external 
relation must be raised to the level of their inner unity, 
must become a relation of thought to actual reality, and 
also the spirit animating both the forms of judgment 
will make its appearance This takes place when judg- 
ment passes into inference, becomes the mediating 
process in which the middle term necessitatmg and 
connectmg both sides of the judgment is brought into 
relief. 

The noble type of consciousness, then, finds itself m 
the judgment related to state-power, in the sense that 
this power is indeed not a self as yet but at fitrst is 
universal substance, m which, however, this form of 
mind feels its own essential nature to exist, is conscious 
of its own purpose and absolute content. By takmg up 
a positive relation to this substance, it assumes a 
negative attitude towards its own special purposes, fis 
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particular content and uidmdual existence, and lets 
them disappear. This type of mind is the heroism of 
Service; the virtue which sacrifices mdividual bemg to 
the universal, and thereby bnngs this mto existence; 
the type of personality which of itself renounces pos- 
session and enjoyment, acts for the sake of the pre- 
vailing power, and m this way becomes a concrete 
reality. 

Through this process the universal becomes united 
and bound up with existence in general, just as the 
individual consciousness makes itself by this renuncia- 
tion essentially universal. That from which this con- 
sciousness estranges itself by submittmg to serve is its 
consciousness immersed in mere existence: but the 
being alienated from itself is the mherent nature. By 
thus shapmg its life m accord with what is universal, 
it acquires a Reverence for itself, and gets reverence 
from others. The power of the state, however, which 
to start with was merely universal m thought, the 
inherent nature, becomes through this very process 
universal m fact, becomes actual power. It is actually 
so only in getting that actual obedience which it obtains 
through self-consciousness judgmg it to be the essential 
reality, and through the self being freely sacrificed to • 
it. The result of this action, binding the essential reality 
and self indissolubly together, is to produce a twofold 
actuality — a self that is truly actualized, and a state- 
power whose authority is accepted as true. 

Owing to this alienation [implied in the idea of 
sacrifice] state-power, however, is not yet a self-con- 
sciousness that knows itself as state-power. It is merely 
the law of the state, its mherent prmciple, that is 
accepted, the state-power has as yet no particular wiU. 
For as yet the self-consciousness rendermg service 
has not surrendered its pure selfhood, and made it an 
animating influence in the exercise of state-power; the 
serving attitude merely gives the state its bare bemg, 
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sacrifices merely its existence to the state, not its 
essential nature. This type of seK-consciousness has 
a value as one that is in conformity with the essential 
nature, and is acknowledged and accepted because of 
its inherent reality. The others find their essential 
nature operative in it, but not their mdependent exis- 
tence — ^find their thinking, then pure consciousness 
fulfilled, but not them specific mdividuality. It has a 
value, therefore, m them thoughts, and is honoured 
accordingly. Such a t3rpe is the haughty vassal; he is 
active in the interests of the state-power, so far as the 
latter is not a personal will [a monarch] but merely 
an essential will. His self-importance lies only m the 
honour thus acqumed, only m the general mmd which 
directs its thoughts to what is essential, not in an 
individuality thinking gratefully of services rendered; 
for he has not helped this indmduahty [the monarch] 
to get mdependence. The language he would use, were 
he to occupy a dmect relation to the personal wdl of 
the state-power, which thus far has not arisen, would 
take the form of “counsel” imparted in the interests 
of what IS best for all. 

State-power has, therefore, still at this stage no will 
to oppose the advice, and does not decide between the 
different opinions as to what is universaEy the best. 
It is not yet governmental control, and on that account 
is in truth not yet real state-power. Individual self- 
existence, the possession of an mdividual will that is 
not yet qua wfil surrendered, is the inner secretly 
reserved spiritual prmciple of the various classes and 
stations, a spirit which keeps for its own behoof what 
suits itself best, in spite of its words about the universal 
best, and tends to make this clap-trap about what is 
miiversally the best a substitute for action brmging 
it about. The sacrifice of existence, which takes place 
in the case of service, is indeed complete when it goes 
so far as death. But the endurance of the danger of 
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death which the individual survives, leaves him still 
a specific kind of existence, and hence a particular 
self -reference; and this makes the counsel imparted 
m the interests of the universally best ambiguous and 
open to suspicion; it really means, in point of fact, 
retammg the claim to a private opinion of his own, 
and a separate mdividual wiU as against the power of 
the state. Its relation to the latter is, therefore, still 
one of discordance, and it possesses the characteristic 
found m the case of the base type of consciousness — ^it 
IS ever at the point of breaking out mto rebellion. 

This contradiction, which has to be overcome, in 
this form of discordance and opposition between the 
mdependence of the individual conscious life and the 
universality belonging to state-authority, contains at 
the same time another aspect. That renunciation of 
existence, when it is complete, as it is in death, is one 
that does not revert to the consciousness that makes 
the sacrifice; it simply is* this consciousness does not 
survive the renunciation and exist in its own self- 
completeness {an und fur sich), it merely passes away 
into the unreconciled opposite. That alone is true sacri- 
fice of individuahty, therefore, in which it gives itself 
up as completely as m the case of death, but all the 
while preserves itself in the renunciation. It comes 
thereby to be actually what it is imphcitly — ^the iden- 
tical unity of self with its opposed self. In this way, 
by the mner withdrawn and secret spiritual prmciple, 
the self as such, commg forward and abrogating itself, 
the state-power becomes ipso facto raised mto a proper 
self of its own; without this estrangement of self the 
deeds of honour, the actions of the noble type of con- 
sciousness, and the counsels which its msigbt reveals, 
would contmue to mamtain the ambiguous character 
which, as we saw, kept that secret reserve of private 
mtention and self-will, m spite of its overt pretensions. 

This estrangement, however, takes place m Language, 
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in words alone, and language assumes here its peculiar 
role. Both, in the sphere of the general social order 
{SiUhchheit), where language embodies laws and com- 
mands, and in the sphere of actual life, where it appears 
as conveymg advice, the content of what it expresses 
is the essential reahty, and language is the form of that 
essential content. Here, however, it takes the form m 
which qyiu language it exists to he its content, and 
possesses authority, qua spoken word; it is the power 
of utterance qua utterance which, just m speaking, 
performs what has to be performed. Bor it is the 
existence of the pure self qua self; in speech the self- 
existent smgleness of self-consciousness comes as such 
mto existence, so that its particular mdividuahty is 
somethmg for others Ego qua this particular pure ego 
is non-existent otherwise; m every other mode of 
expression it is absorbed m some concrete actuahty, 
and appears m a shape from which it can withdraw; 
it turns reflectively back mto itself, away from its act, 
as well as from its physiognomic expression, and leaves 
such an incomplete existence (m which there is always 
at once too much as weU as too little), l3nng soulless 
behind. Speech, however, contams this ego m its purity; 
it alone expresses I, I itself. Its existence m this case 
IS, qua existence, a form of objectivity which has m 
it its true nature. Ego is this particular ego, but at the 
same time universal; its appearing is %fso facto and 
at once the ahenation and disappearance of this par- 
ticular ego, and m consequence its remammg all the 
whde umversal. The I, that expresses itself, is appre- 
hended as an ego; it is a kmd of infection m virtue 
of which it establishes at once a unity with those who 
are aware of it, a spark that kindles a universal con- 
sciousness of self. That it is apprehended as a fact by 
others means eo ipso that its existence is itself dymg 
away: this its otherness is taken back into itself; and 
its existence hes just in this, that, qv/x self-conscious 
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Now, as it exists, it has no subsistence and that it 
subsists ]ust through its disappearance. This disappear- 
ance IS, therefore, itself ipso facto its continuance; it 
IS its own cognition of itself, and its knowing itself as 
something that has passed mto another self that has 
been apprehended and is universal. 

Spuit acquires this form of reahty here, because the 
extremes, too, whose unity spirit is, have directly the 
character of being reahties each on its own account. 
Then unity is dismtegrated mto rigid aspects, each of 
which IS an actual object for the other, and each is 
excluded from the other. The umty, therefore, appears 
in the role of a mediatmg term, which is excluded and 
distmguished from the separated reahty of the two 
sides, it has, therefore, itself the actual character of 
somethmg objective, apart, and distinguished from its 
aspects, and obj'ective for them, i.e. the unity is an 
existent objective fact. The spiritual substance comes 
as such mto existence only when it has been able to 
take as its aspects those self -consciousnesses, which 
know this pure seH to be a reahty possessmg immediate 
vahdity, and therem immediately know, too, that they 
are such reahties merely through the mediating process 
of ahenation. Through that pure self the moments of 
substance get the transparency of a seH-knowmg cate- 
gory, and become clarified so far as to be moments of 
spirit, through the mediatmg process spirit comes to 
exist m spiritual form. Spirit m this way is the media- 
tmg term, presupposmg those extremes and produced 
through their existence; but it is also the spiritual 
whole breaking out between them, which sunders its 
self into them, and, solely in virtue of that contact, 
creates each mto the whole m terms of its principle. 
The fact that both extremes are from the start and 
in their very natme transcended and dismtegrated 
produces their unity; and this is the process which 
fuses both together, mterchanges their characteristic 
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features, and binds them together, and does so in each 
extreme. This mediatmg process consequently actualizes 
the principle of each of the two extremes, or makes 
what each is inherently in itseK its controllmg and 
moving spirit. 

Both extremes, the state-authority and the noble 
type of consciousness, are dismtegrated by this latter. 
In state-power, the two sides are the abstract universal 
which is obeyed, and the mdividual wiU existing on its 
own account, which, however, does not yet belong to 
the universal itseK. In nobihty, the two sides are the 
obedience m giving up existence, or the inherent mam- 
tenance of seK-respect and honour, and, on the other 
hand, a seK which exists purely for its own sake and 
whose seK-existence is not yet done away with, the 
seK-wdl that remains always in reserve. These two 
moments into which the extremes are refined, and 
which, therefore, find expression in language, are the 
abstract umversal, which is called the “universal best”, 
and the pure seK which by rendermg service abrogated 
the Me of absorption in the mamfold variety of exis- 
tence. Both in principle are the same; for pure self is 
just the abstract umversal, and hence then unity acts 
as then mediating term. But the seK is, at first, actual 
only in consciousness, the one extreme, while the 
inherent nature {Answh) is actualized in the other 
extreme, state-authority. That state-power not merely 
in the form of honour but in reahty should be trans- 
ferred to it, IS lacking in the case of consciousness; 
while in the case of state-authority there is lacking 
the obedience rendered to it not merely as a so-called 
universal best, but as will, in other words, as state- 
power which is the seK regulating and deciding. The 
unity of the principle m which state-power stiU remains, 
and mto which consciousness has been refined, becomes 
real in this mediating process, and this exists qua 
mediating term m the simple form of speech. AU the 
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same, the aspects of this unity are not yet present in 
the form of two selves as selves; for state-power has 
first to be inspired with active self-hood. This language 
IS, therefore, not yet spiritual existence m the sense 
in which spirit completely knows and expresses itself. 

The noble consciousness, being the extreme which 
is the self, assumes the role of producing the language 
by which the separate factors related are formed into 
active spiritual wholes. The heroism of dumb service 
passes mto the heroism of flattery. This reflexion of 
service in express language constitutes the spiritual 
self-disintegratmg mediatmg term, and reflects back 
mto itself not only its own special extreme, but reflects 
the extreme of universal power back into this self too, 
and makes that power, which is at first implicit, into 
an mdependent self-existence, and gives it the indivi- 
dualistic form of self-consciousness. Through this pro- 
cess the mdwelhng spmt of this state-power comes 
mto existence — ^that of an unhmited monarch. It is 
unlimited, the language of flattery raises this power 
mto its transparent, purified universality; this moment 
being the product of language, of purified spiritualized 
existence, is a purified form of self-identity. It is a 
monarch; for flattermg language likewise puts mdivi- 
dualistic seH-consciousness on its pmnacle; what the 
noble consciousness abandons as regards this aspect 
of pure spiritual unity is the pure essential nature of 
its thought, its ego itself. More defimtely expressed. — 
flattery raises the individual singleness, which other- 
wise is only imagmed, into its purist form as an actual 
existence, by givmg the monarch his proper name. For 
it IS m the name alone that the distinction of the 
mdividual from every one else is not imagmed but is 
actually made by aU. By havmg a name the individual 
passes for a pure mdividual not merely in his own 
consciousness of himself, but m the consciousness of 
all. By its name, then, the monarch becomes absolutely 
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detached from every one, exclusive and solitary, and in 
virtue of it IS uniq[ue as an atom that cannot communi- 
cate any part of its essential nature, and has no eq^ual. 
This name is thus its reflexion mto itself, or is the actual 
reality which umversal power has inherently within 
itself, through the name the power is the monarch.^ 
Conversely he, this particular mdividual, thereby knows 
himself, this mdividual self, to be the universal power, 
knows that the nobles not only are ready and prepared 
for the service of the state-authority, but are grouped 
as an ornamental setting round the throne, and that 
they are for ever telhng him who sits thereon what 
he IS. 

The language of their proffered praise is in this way 
the spirit that mutes together the two extremes m the 
case of state-power itself This language turns the 
abstract power back into itself, and gives to it the 
moment pecuhar to the other extreme, an isolated 
self of its own, wflhng and deciding on its own account, 
and consequently gives it self-conscious existence. Or 
agam, by that means this actual mdividual self-con- 
sciousness comes to be aware of itself for certain as 
the supreme authority. This power is the central focal 
self mto which, through rehnquishmg then own mner 
certamty of self, the many separate centres of self- 
hood are fused together mto one. 

Smce, however, this proper spnit of state-power 
subsists by getting its realization and its nourishment 
from the homage of action and thought rendered by 
the nohflity, it is a form of mdependence m internal 
self-estrangement. The noble, the extreme form of self- 
existence, receives the other extreme of actual univer- 
sahty m return for the universahty of thought which 
he relinquished. The power of the state has passed over 
to and fallen upon the noble. It falls to the noble 
primarily to make the state-authority truly effective: 

^ Cp “LVtat c’est moiJ’ 
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in his existence as a self on his own account, that 
authority ceases to he the inert being it appeared to 
he qua extreme of abstract and merely implicit reality. 

Looked at per se, state-power reflected back into 
itself, or becoming spiritual, means nothmg else than 
that it has come to be a moment of self-conscious life, 
i.e. only by being sublated. Consequently it is now 
the real in the sense of somethmg whose spiritual mean- 
ing hes in bemg sacriflced and squandered; it exists 
m the sense of wealth. It continues, no doubt, to sub- 
sist at the same time as a form of reahty over against 
wealth, mto which in prmciple it is forever passmg; but 
it is a reality, whose inherent prmciple is this very 
process of passmg over — owmg to the service and the 
reverence rendered to it, and by which it arises — ^into 
its opposite, mto the condition of relmquishmg its 
power. Thus from its pomt of view (Fursich) the special 
and pecuhar self, which constitutes its will, becomes, 
by the self-abasement of the nobflity, a universal that 
renounces itself, becomes completely an isolated par- 
ticular, a mere accident, which is the prey of every 
stronger will. What remains to it of the umversaUy 
acknowledged and mcommumcable mdependence is the 
empty name. 

While, then, the noble consciousness adopted the 
attitude of something that stood in concord with the 
universal power,^ its true nature hes rather m retaining 
its own independence of bemg when rendering its ser- 
vice, but, when really and properly abnegatmg its 
personahty, its true bemg hes in actually canceUmg 
and rendmg m pieces the universal substance. Its spirit 
is the attitude of thoroughgomg discordance, on one 
side it retains its own will in the honour it receives; 
on the other hand it gives up its will, but in part it 
therem ahenates from itself its inner nature, and arrives 
at the extreme of discordance with itself, in part it 

^ V, -p 524, 
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subdues the universal substance to itself, and puts this 
entirely at variance with itself. It is obvious that, as 
a result, its own specific nature, which made it distinct 
from the so-caUed base type of mmd, disappears, and 
with that this latter type of mind too. The base type 
has gained its end, that of subordinating umversal 
power to self-centred isolation of self. 

Endowed m this way by the universal power, self- 
consciousness exists m the form of universal beneficence: 
or, from another pomt of view, universal power is 
wealth that agam is itself an object for consciousness. 
Eor wealth is here taken to be the universal put indeed 
in subjection, but which is not yet absolutely returned 
into the self through this first transcendence. Self has 
not as yet its seK as such for object, but the universal 
essential reahty m a state of sublation. Smce this 
object has first come into bemg, the relation of con- 
sciousness towards it is immediate, and consciousness 
has thus not yet set forth its discordance with this 
object: we have here nobility acquiring its own self- 
centred existence m the umversal that has become 
non-essential, and hence acknowledgmg the object and 
feeling grateful to its benefactor. 

Wealth has within it from the first the aspect of self- 
existence {FuTs%chse%n). It is not the self-less universal 
of state-power, or the unconstrained simplicity of the 
natural life of spirit; it is state-power as holding its 
own by effort of wiU in opposition to a wiU that wants 
to get the mastery over it and get enjoyment out of it. 
But smce wealth has merely the form of being essen- 
tial, this one-sided seH-existent life — ^which has no being 
in itself, which is rather the sublation of mherent bemg 
— ^is the return of the individual into himself to find 
no essential reahty in his enjoyment. It thus itseK needs 
to be given ammation; and its reflective process of 
bringing this about consists in its becoming something 
real m itself as well as for itself, instead of being merely 
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for itself, wealth, which is the sublated essential reahty, 
has to become the essentially real. In this way it 
preserves its own spiritual prmciple m itseK. 

It wiU be sufficient here to describe the content of 
this process smce we have already explained at length 
its form. Nobility, then, stands here m relation not to 
the object m the general sense of something essential; 
what IS alien to it is self-existence itself. It finds itseh 
face to face with its own seK as such m a state of 
estrangement, as an objective solid actuality which it 
has to take from the hands of another self-centred 
bemg, another equally fixed and sohd entity. Its object 
is self -existence, i.e. its own bemg: but by bemg an 
object this IS at the same time ipso facto an ahen reality, 
which IS a self-centred bemg on its own account, has a 
wall of its own; i.e. it sees its self under the power of 
an ahen will on which it depends for the concession 
of its self. 

From every particular aspect self-consciousness can 
abstract, and for that reason, even when under an 
obligation to one of these aspects, retains the recog- 
nition and mherent vahdity of self-consciousness as an 
independent reality. Here, however, it finds that, as 
regards its own ego, its own proper and peculiar 
actuahty, it is outside itself and belongs to an other, 
finds its personahty as such dependent on the chance 
personahty of another, on the accident of a moment, 
of an arbitrary caprice, or some other utterly irrelevant 
circumstance. 

In the sphere of legal right, what lies in the power 
of the objective bemg appears as an mcidental content 
from which it is possible to make abstraction; and the 
governing force does not affect the self as such; rather 
this seH IS recognized. But here the self sees its self- 
certainty as such to be the most unreal thing of aU, 
finds its pure personahty to be absolutely wdthout the 
character of personality. The spirit of its gratitude is. 
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therefore, one in which, it feels profoundly this con- 
dition of humiliation, and feels also the deepest revolt 
as weU. Siuce the pure ego sees itself outside self, and 
torn in sunder, everythnig that has contmuity and 
universahty, everythmg that bears the name of law, 
good, and right, is thereby torn to pieces at the same 
time, and goes to rack and ruin: aU identity and 
concord break up, for what holds sway is the purest 
discord and disunion, what was absolutely essential is 
absolutely unessential, what has a bemg on its own 
account has its being outside itself: the pure ego itself 
IS absolutely dismtegrated. 

Thus although this consciousness receives back from 
the sphere of wealth the objective form of bemg a 
separate self-existence, and transcends that objective 
character, yet it is not only, like the preceding reflexion, 
not completed m prmciple, but is consciously unsatis- 
fied: the reflexion, wherem the self receives itself as 
an objective fact, is sheer direct contradiction that has 
taken root in the pure ego as such. Qua self, however, 
it at the same time ipso facto rises above this contra- 
diction; it is absolutely elastic, and again cancels this 
sublation of itseh, repudiates this repudiation of itself, 
wherem its self-existence is made to be somethmg ahen 
to it, revolts agamst this acceptance of itself and in the 
very reception of itself is self-existent. 

Smce, then, the attitude of this type of consciousness 
IS bound up with this condition of utter dismtegration, 
the distinction constituting its spiritual nature — ^that 
of being nobility and opposed to baseness — ^faUs away 
and both aspects are the same. 

The spirit of weU-doing that characterizes the action 
of wealth may, further, be distinguished from that of 
the conscious fife acceptmg the benefit it confers, and 
deserves special consideration. 

The spirit ammating wealth had an imreal insub- 
stantial mdependence; wealth was something given 
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freely to all. By communicating what it has, however, 
it passes into something essential and mherent; since 
Lt fulfilled its destiny, that of sacrifi.cing itself, it cancels 
the aspect of singleness, that of merely seeking enjoy- 
ment for one’s own self, and, being thus sublated qua 
single, spirit here is universality or essentially real. 

What it imparts, what it gives to others, is self- 
existence. It does not hand itself over, however, as a 
natural self -less obj'ect, as the frankly and freely offered 
condition of unconscious life, but as self-conscious, as 
a reahty keepmg hold of itself : it is not hke the power 
of an inorganic element which is felt by the conscious- 
ness receivmg its force to be inherently transitory; it 
is the power over self, a power aware that it is mdepen- 
dent and voluntary, and knowmg at the same time 
that what it dispenses becomes the self of someone 
else. 

Wealth thus shares repudiation with its clientele; 
but in place of revolt appears arrogance. For in one 
aspect it knows, as well as the self it benefits, that 
its self-existence is a matter of accident; but itself is 
this accident in whose power personahty is placed. In 
this mood of arrogance — which thmks it has secured 
through a dole an alien ego-nature, and thereby brought 
its inmost bemg into submission — ^it overlooks the secret 
rebellion of the other seK: it overlooks the fact of all 
bonds being completely cast aside, overlooks this pure 
disintegration, in which, the self-identity of what exists 
for its own sake having become sheer internal discord- 
ance, all oneness and concord, aU subsistence is rent 
asunder, and in which in consequence the repute of 
and respect for the benefactor are the first to be shat- 
tered. It stands directly m front of this abyss, cleaving 
it to the innermost, this bottomless pit, where every 
sohd base and stay have vanished: and in the depths 
it sees nothing but a common thing, a plaything for its 
whims, a chance result of its own caprice. Its spirit 
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consists in quite unreal imagining, in being superficiality- 
forsaken of aU true spiritual import. 

Just as self-consciousness bad its o-wn manner of 
speech in dealmg "with state-po-wer, m other -words, just 
as spirit took the form of expressly and actually mediat- 
ing between these two extremes, self-consciousness has 
also a mode of speech in dealmg with wealth; but stiU 
more when m revolt does it adopt a language of its 
o-wn. The form of utterance which supphes wealth -with 
the sense of its o-wn essential significance, and thereby 
makes itseK master of it, is likewise the language of 
flattery, but of ignoble flattery; for what it gives out 
to be the essential reality, it knows to be a reality 
■without an inherent nature of its own, to be somethmg 
at the mercy of others The language of flattery, how- 
ever, as already remarked, is that of a spirit still one- 
sided. To be sure its constituent elements are, on the 
one hand, a self moulded by ser-vice mto a shape where 
it IS reduced to bare existence, and, on the other, the 
inherent reality of the power dommatmg the self. Yet 
the bare prmciple, the pure conception, m which the 
simple self and the inherent reality {Ansich), that pure 
ego and this pure reahty or thought, are one and the 
same thing — ^this conceptual umty of the two aspects 
between which the reciprocity takes effect, is not con- 
sciously felt when this language is used. The object is 
consciously stiH the inherent reality m opposition to 
the self; in other words, the object is not for conscious- 
ness at the same time its own proper self as such. 

The language expressing the condition of disintegra- 
tion, wherein spiritual hfe is rent asunder, is, howe-ver, 
the perfect form of utterance for this entire realm of 
spiritual culture and development, of the formative 
process of moulding self-consciousness [Bildung], and is 
the spirit in which it most truly exists. This self-con- 
sciousness, which finds befitting the rebellion that 
repudiates its own repudiation, is eo ipso absolute self- 
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identity in absolute disintegration, the pure activity 
of mediating pure self-consciousness with itself. It is 
the oneness expressed m the identical judgment, where 
one and the same personality is subject as weU as 
predicate. But this identical judgment is at the same 
time the infinite judgment; for this personality is 
absolutely split in two, and subject and predicate are 
entities utterly indifferent one to the other, which have 
nothing to do with each other, with no necessary unity, 
so much so that each has the power of an independent 
personality of its own. What exists as a self on its 
own account has for its object its own self-existence, 
which IS object m the sense of an absolute other, and 
yet at the same time directly m the form of itself — 
itself in the sense of an other, not as if this had an 
other content, for the content is the same seK in the 
form of an absolute opposite, with an existence com- 
pletely aU its own and indifferent. 

We have, then, here the spirit of this real world of 
formative culture, conscious of its own nature as it 
truly IS, and conscious of its ultimate and essential 
principle (Begnff). 

This type of spiritual life is the absolute and universal 
inversion of reality and thought, their entire estrange- 
ment the one from the other; it is pure culture. What 
IS found out in this sphere is that neither the concrete 
reahties, state-power and wealth, nor their determinate 
conceptions, good and bad, nor the consciousness of 
good and bad (the consciousness that is noble and the 
consciousness that is base) possess real truth; it is 
found that all these moments are inverted and trans- 
muted the one into the other, and each is the opposite 
of itself. 

The universal power, which is the substance, when 
it gams a spiritual nature peculiarly its own through 
the principle of individuality, accepts the possession 
of a self of its own merely as a name by which it is 
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described, and, even in being actual power, is really 
so powerless as to have to sacrifice itself. But this 
self-less reality given over to others, this seH that is 
turned into a thing, is in fact the return of the reality 
into itself ; it is a self -existence that is there for its own 
sake, it is the existence of spirit. 

The principles belonging to these realities, the 
thoughts of good and bad, are similarly transmuted 
and reversed in this process; what is characterized as 
good IS bad, and vice versa. The consciousness of 
each of these moments by itself, the conscious types 
judged as noble and base — these are rather in their real 
truth similarly the reverse of what these specific forms 
intend to be; nobility is base and repudiated, just as 
what is repudiated as base turns round into the noble- 
ness that characterizes the most highly developed form 
of free self-consciousness. 

Looked at formally, every thmg is hkewise in its 
external aspects the reverse of what it is mtemally 
for itself ; and again it is not really and ui truth what 
it IS for itself, but something else than it wants to be ; 
its existence on its own account is, strictly speaking, 
the loss of self, and alienation of self is really self- 
preservation. 

The state of things brought about here, then, is that 
all moments execute justice on one another aU round, 
each IS just as much m a condition of inherent self- 
alienation as it moulds itself into its opposite, and in 
this way reverses the nature of that opposite. 

Spirit truly ob]ective, however, is just this unity of 
absolutely separate moments, and in fact comes into 
existence as the common ground, the mediating agency, 
just through the independent reality of these self -less 
extremes. Its existence consists in universal talk and 
depreciatory judgment rending and tearing everything, 
before which aU those moments are broken up that are 
meant to signify somethmg real and to stand for actual 
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members of the whole, and which at the same time 
plays with itself this game of self-dissolution. This 
judging and talkmg is, therefore, the real truth, which 
cannot be got over, while it overpowers everything — 
it IS that which in this real world is alone truly of 
importance. Each part of this world comes to find there 
its spirit expressed, or gets to be spoken of with esprit 
and finds said of it what it is. 

The honest^ soul takes each moment as a permanent 
and essential fact, and is the uncultivated thoughtless 
condition that does not think and does not know that 
it IS hkewise doing the very inverse. The distraught 
and disintegrated soul is, however, aware of inversion, 
it IS, in fact, a consciousness of absolute mversion: the 
conceptual prmciple predominates there, brings together 
mto a smgle unity the thoughts that he far apart in 
the case of the honest soul, and the language conveymg 
its meaning is, therefore, full of espnt and wit {ge%streich) 

The content uttered by spirit and uttered about itself 
IS, then, the inversion and perversion of all conceptions 
and reahties, a universal deception of itself and of 
others. The shamelessness manifested in statmg this 
deceit IS 3ust on that account the greatest truth. This 
style of speech is the madness of the musician “who 
piled and mixed up together some thirty airs, Itahan, 
French, tragic, comic, of all sorts and kinds ; now, with 
a deep bass, he descended to the depths of hell, then, 
contracting his throat to a high, pipmg falsetto, he 
rent the vault of the skies, raving and soothed, haughtily 
imperious and mockingly jeering by turns’’.^ The placid 
soup that in simple honesty of heart takes the melody 
of the good and true to consist in harmony of sound 
and uniformity of tones, i.e. m a smgle note, regards 
this style of expression as a “fantastic mixture of 
wisdom and foUy, a melee of as much skill as low 

^ V p 432 ft 2 Diderot, Rameau^ s Nejfe 

^ The "philosopher” in Diderot’s Dialogue. 
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cunning, composed of ideas as likely to be right as 
wrong, with as complete a perversion of sentiment, 
with as much consummate shamefulness in it, as 
absolute frankness, candour, and truth. It will not be 
able to refram from breakmg out into all these tones, 
and running up and down the whole gamut of feelmg, 
from the depths of contempt and repudiation to the 
highest pitch of admiration and stirring emotion. A 
vem of the ridiculous wiU be diffused through the latter, 
which takes away from their nature”, the former will 
fin d m their very candour a stram of atoning reconcile- 
ment, wiU find in their shuddeimg depths the all- 
powerful strain which gives to itself spirit. 

If we consider, by way of contrast to the mode of 
utterance indulged in by this self-transparent distracted 
type of mind, the language adopted by that simple, 
placid consciousness of the good and the true, we find 
that it can only speak m monosyllables when face to 
face with the frank and self-conscious eloquence of the 
mind developed under the influence of culture; for it 
can say nothmg to the latter that the latter does not 
know and say If it gets beyond speakmg in mono- 
syllables, then it says the same thing that the culti- 
vated mmd expresses, but in doing so commits, m 
addition, the foUy of imaginmg that it is saymg some- 
thing new, somethmg different. Its very syllables, “dis- 
graceful”, “base”, are this foUy already, for the other 
says them of itself. This latter type of spirit perverts 
in its mode of utterance ever3rthing that sounds mono- 
tonous, because this self-sameness is merely an ab- 
straction, but m its actual reality is intrmsically and 
inherently perversion. On the other hand, again, the 
unsophisticated mind takes under its protection the 
good and the noble (i.e. what retaius its identity of 
meaning in bemg objectively expressed), and defends 
it in the only way here possible — ^that is to say, the 
good does not lose its value because it may be linked 
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With what is bad or mingled with it, for to be thus 
associated with badness is its condition and necessity, 
and the wisdom of nature lies in this fact. Yet this 
unsophisticated mind, while it intended to contradict, 
has merely, in doing so, gathered into a trifling form 
the meaning of what spirit said, and put it m a manner 
which, by turning the opposite of noble and good into 
the necessary condition of noble and good, thought- 
lessly supposes itself to convey somethmg else than that 
the so-called noble and good is by its very nature the 
reverse of itself, or that what is bad is, conversely, 
somethmg excellent. 

If the naive consciousness makes up for this barren, 
soulless idea by the concrete reality of what is excellent, 
by adducing an example of what is excellent, whether 
m the form of a fictitious case or a true story, and thus 
shows it to be not an empty name, but an actual fact, 
then it has agamst it the universal reahty of the per- 
verted action of the entire real world, where that 
example constitutes merely somethmg quite isolated 
and particular, merely an espece, a sort of thing. And 
to represent the existence of the good and the noble 
as an isolated particular anecdote, whether fictitious 
or true, is the bitterest thmg that can be said about it. 

Fmally, should the naive mind require this entire 
sphere of perversion to be dissolved and broken up, it 
cannot ask the mdividual to withdraw out of it, for even 
Diogenes in his tub [with his pretence of withdrawal] 
is under the sway of that perversion; and to ask this 
of the particular individual is to ask him to do pre- 
cisely what is taken to be bad, viz. to care for himself 
as individual. But if the demand to withdraw is 
directed at the universal individual, it cannot mean 
that reason must agam give up the culture and develop- 
ment of spiritual conscious life which it has reached, 
that reason should let the extensive riches of its moments 
sink back into the naivete of natural emotion, and revert 

MM 
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and approximate to the wild condition of the animal 
consciousness, which is also called the natural state of 
innocence. On the contrary, the demand for this dis- 
solution can only be addressed to the spirit of culture 
itseK, and can only mean that it must gm spirit return 
out of its confusion into itself, and win for itseK a still 
higher lewel of conscious life. 

In point of fact, however, spirit has already accom- 
plished this result. To be conscious of its own distraught 
and torn condition and to express itself accordingly, 
— ^this is to pour scornful laughter on existence, on the 
confusion pervading the whole and on itseh as well; it 
IS at the same time this whole confusion dying away 
and yet apprehendmg itself to be doing so. This self- 
apprehending vanity of all reality and of every definite 
prmciple reflects the real world mto itself in a twofold 
form: in the particular self of consciousness qvn par- 
ticular, and m the pure universality of consciousness, 
m thought. Accordmg to the first aspect, mind thus 
come to itself has directed its gaze into the world of 
actual reality, and still has that reality as its own pur- 
pose and its immediate content; from the other side, 
its gaze is m part turned solely on itself and against 
that world of reahty, in part turned away from it 
towards heaven, and its object is the region beyond 
the world. 

In respect of that return into self the vanity of all 
things IS its own pecuhar vanity, it is itself vam. It is 
self existmg for its own sake, a self that knows not 
only how to sum up and chatter about everything, but 
cleverly to state the contradiction that hes in the heart 
of the sohd elements of reality, and m the fixed deter- 
romations which judgment sets up; and this contra- 
diction is their real truth Looked at formally it knows 
everything to be estranged from itself, self -existence is 
cut off from essential bemg {Ansich), what is mtended 
and the purpose are separated from real truth, and 
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from Tbotli again existence for another, what is osten- 
sibly put forward is cut off from the proper meaning, 
the real fact, the true intention. 

It thus knows exactly how to put each moment in 
antithesis to every other, knows in short how to express 
correctly the perversion that dommates aU of them; 
it knows better than each what each is, no matter how 
it is constituted. Since it apprehends what is substantial 
from the side of that disunion and contradiction of 
elements combined within its nature, but not from the 
side of this umon itself, it understands very well how 
to pass judgment on this substantial reality, but has 
lost the capacity of truly graspmg it. 

This vamty needs at the same time the vanity of aU 
things, in order to get from them consciousness of itself ; 
it therefore itself creates this vanity, and is the soul 
that supports it. State-power and wealth are the 
supreme purposes of its strenuous exertion, it is aware 
that through renunciation and sacrifice it is moulded 
into universal shape, that it attams universahty, and 
in possessing universality finds general recognition and 
acceptance: state-power and wealth are the real and 
actually acknowledged forms of power. But its gammg 
acceptance thus is itself vam, and just by the fact that 
it gets the mastery over them it knows them to be not 
real by themselves, knows rather itself to be the power 
within them, and them to be vam and empty. That 
m possessing them it thus itself is able to stand apart 
from and outside them — ^this is what it expresses in 
witty phrases; and to express this is, therefore, its 
supreme interest, and the true meaning of the whole 
process. In such utterance tTits self — the form of a 
pure self not associated with or boimd by determina- 
tions derived either from reahty or thought — comes 
consciously to be a spiritual entity havmg a truly 
universal significance and value. It is the condition in 
which the nature of all relationships is rent asunder, 
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and it is the conscious rending of them all. But only 
by self-consciousness being roused to revolt does it 
know its own pecuhar tom and shattered condition ; and 
in its knowing this it has facto risen above that 
condition. In that state of self-conscious vanity all 
substantial content comes to have a negative signifi- 
cance, which can no longer be taken in a positive sense. 
The positive object is merely the pure ego itself; and 
the consciousness that is rent in sunder is inherently 
and essentially this pure self-identity of self-conscious- 
ness returned to itself. 
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The spiritual condition of seK-estrangement exists in 
the sphere of culture as a fact. But since this whole 
has become estranged from itself, there lies beyond this 
sphere the nonactual realm of pure consciousness, of 
thought. Its content consists of what has been reduced 
purely to thought, its absolute element is thinking. 
Since, however, thmking is m the first instance the 
element of this world, consciousness has merely these 
thoughts, but it does not as yet ihinh them or does not 
know that they are thoughts: to consciousness they 
appear in the form of presentations, they are objects 
in the form of ideas. For it comes out of the sphere of 
actuahty into that of pure consciousness, but is itself 
still to all mtents and purposes in the sphere of actuality 
with the determinateness that implies. The conscious 
state of contrition and abasement is stiU essentially and 
inherently the self-identity of pure consciousness, not 
as a fact that %tsdf is aware of but only as presented 
to us who are considering its condition. It has thus not 
as yet completed within itself the process of spiritual 
exaltation, it is simply there; and it stdl has within 
itself the opposite principle by which it is conditioned, 
without as yet having become master of that prmciple 
through the mediating process. Hence the essential 
content of its thought is not taken to be an essential 
object merely in the form of abstract immanence 
{Ansich), but in the form of a common object, an object 
that has merely been elevated into another element, 
without having lost the character of an object that is 
not constituted by thought. 

^ The contrast between these two elements is found both in the 
pre -Reformation period and in the eighteenth -century period, m the 
latter the contrast assumes perhaps its acutest form 
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It IS essentially distinct from the immanent nature 
which constitutes the essential being of the stoic type 
of consciousness. The significant factor for Stoicism 
was merely the form of thought as such, which has 
any content foreign to it that is drawn from actuality. 
In the case of the consciousness just described, how- 
ever, it is not the form of thought which counts Simi- 
larly it IS essentially distinct from the inherent prmciple 
of the virtuous type of conscious life; here the essential 
fact stands, no doubt, in a relation to reality; it is the 
essence of reality itself: but it is no more than an 
unreahzed essence of it. In the above type of con- 
sciousness the essence, although no doubt beyond 
reahty, stands all the same for an actual real essence. 
In the same way, the inherently right and good which 
reason as lawgiver estabhshes, and the universal operat- 
ing when consciousness tests and examines laws — 
neither of these has the character of actual reahty. 

Hence while pure thought fell withm the sphere of 
spiritual culture as an aspect of the estrangement 
characteristic of this sphere, as the standard, in fact, 
for judging abstract good and abstract bad, it has 
become enriched, by having gone through the process 
of the whole, with the element of reahty and thereby 
with content. This reahty of its essential bemg, how- 
ever, IS at the same time merely a reahty of pure 
consciousness, not of concrete actual consciousness: it 
is no doubt lifted into the element of thought, but this 
concrete consciousness does not yet take it for a thought; 
it IS beyond the reality peculiar to this consciousness, 
for it means flight from the latter. 

In the form m which Rehgion here appears — ^for it 
is religion obviously that we are speaking about — as 
the behef which belongs to the realm of culture, rehgion 
does not yet appear as it is truly and completely {an 
und fur sich). It has already come before us m other 
phases, viz. as the unhappy consciousness, as a form 
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of conscious process with no substantial content in it. 
So, too, in the case of the ethical substance, it appeared 
as a belief in the nether-world. But a consciousness of 
the departed spirit is, strictly speaking, not behef, not 
the inner essence subsisting m the element of pure 
consciousness away beyond the actual: there the belief 
has itself an immediate existence in the present; its 
element is the family. 

But at the stage we are now considermg, rehgion 
IS m part the outcome of the substance, and is the 
pure consciousness of that substance; m part this pure 
consciousness is ahenated from its concrete actual con- 
sciousness, the essence from its existence. It is thus 
doubtless no longer the msubstantial process of con- 
sciousness; but it has stiU the characteristic of opposi- 
tion to actuahty qua this actuahty in general, and of 
opposition to the actuality of seh-consciousness m par- 
ticular. It is essentially, therefore, merely a hehef. 

This pure consciousness of Absolute Bemg is a con- 
sciousness m estrangement. Let us see more closely 
what IS the characteristic of that whose other it is; 
we can only consider it m connexion with this other. 
In the first instance this pure consciousness seems to 
have over agamst it merely the world of actuality. But 
since its nature is to flee from this actuahty, and 
thereby is characterized by opposition, it has this 
actuahty mherent within its own bemg; pure conscious- 
ness is, therefore, essentially m its very bemg seK^ 
alienated, and behef constitutes merely one side of it. 
The other side has already arisen too. Bor pure con- 
sciousness IS reflexion out of the world of culture in 
such a way that the substantial content of this sphere, 
as also the separate areas mto which it falls, are shown 
to be what they inherently are — essential modes of 
spiritual life, absolutely restless processes or determinate 
moments which are at once cancelled m their opposite. 
Their essential nature, bare consciousness, is thus the 
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bare simplicity of absolute distinction, distinction which 
as it stands is no distinction. Consequently it is pure 
self-existence not of this single self, but essentially 
universal self, whose being consists in a restless process 
invadmg and pervading the stable existence of actual 
fact. In it is thus found the certainty that knows itself 
at once as the truth; there we have pure thought in 
the sense of absolute notion with all its power of 
negativity, which annihilates every objective existence 
that would claim to stand over agamst consciousness, 
and turns it into a form of conscious existence. 

This pure consciousness is at the same time simple 
and undifferentiated as well, just because its distmction 
IS no distmction Bemg this form of bare and simple 
reflexion mto self, however, it is the element of belief, 
m which spirit has the character of positive univer- 
sahty, of what is mherent and essential in contrast 
with that self-existence of self-consciousness. 

Forced back upon itself away from this unsubstan- 
tial world whose being is mere dissolution, spirit when 
we consider its true meaning is, in undivided umty, 
at once the absolute movement, the ceaseless process 
of negating its appearance, as well as the essential 
substance thereof satisfied within itself, and the posi- 
tive stability of that process. But, bearing as they 
inherently do the characteristic of alienation, these two 
moments fall apart in the shape of a twofold conscious- 
ness. The former is pure Insight, the spiritual process 
concentrated and focussed in seK-oonsciousness, a pro- 
cess which has over against it the consciousness of 
somethmg positive, the form of objectivity or presen- 
tation, and which directs itself agamst this presented 
object. The proper and peculiar object of this insight 
is, however, merely pure ego.^ The bare consciousness 
of the positive element, of unbroken self-identity, finds 
its object, on the other hand, in the inner reality as such. 

^ Kant “Pure ego is the absolute unity of apperception ” 
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Pure insight has, therefore, in the first instance, no 
content within it, because it exists for itself by negating 
everything in it; to belief, on the other hand, belongs 
the content, but without insight. While the former 
does not get away from self-consciousness, the latter 
to be sure has its content as well m the element of 
pure self-consciousness, but only in thought, not m 
conceptions — pure consciousness, not in pure sel^^- 
consciousness. Belief is, as a fact, m this way pure con- 
sciousness of the essential reality, i.e. of the bare and 
simple mner nature, and is thus thought — ^the primary 
factor m the nature of behef, which is generally over- 
looked.^ The unmediateness which characterizes the 
presence of the essential reality within it is due to the 
fact that its object is essence, inner nature, i.e. pure 
thought. 2 This immediateness, however, so far as think- 
ing enters consciousness, or pure consciousness enters 
mto self-consciousness, acquires the significance of an 
objective bemg that lies beyond consciousness of self. It 
is because of the sigmficance which immediacy and sim- 
plicity of pure thought thus acquire in consciousness 
that the essential reahty, the object of behef, drops into 
being an imagmatively presented idea (Vorstellung), 
instead of being the content of thought, and comes to 
be looked at as a supersensible world, which is essen- 
tially an “other” than self-consciousness. 

In the case of pure msight, on the other hand, the 
passage of pure thought mto consciousness has the 
opposite character: objectivity has the significance of 
a content that is merely negative, that cancels itself 
and returns into the self; that is to say, only the self 
is properly object to self, or, to put it otherwise, the 
object only has truth so far as it has the form of self. 

As belief and pure insight faU m common within 

^ “Belief IS a kind of knowledge ” — Encycl §664. 

2 Kant “I am the essential reality when conscious of myself m pure 
thought ” 
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pure consciousness, they also in common involve the 
mind’s return out of the concrete sphere of spiritual 
culture. There are three aspects, therefore, from which 
they show what they are In one aspect each is outside 
every relation, and has a bemg all its own; in another 
each takes up an attitude towards the concrete actual 
world standing in antithesis to pure consciousness; 
whole m the third form each is related to the other 
inside pure consciousness. 

In the case of behef the aspect of complete being, 
of bemg m-and-for-itself, is its absolute object, whose 
content and character we have already come to know. 
For it lies m the very notion of behef that this object 
IS nothing else than the real world lifted mto the 
umversahty of pure consciousness. The articulation of 
this world, therefore, constitutes the organization be- 
longmg to pure universality also, except that the parts 
in the latter case do not ahenate one another when 
spiritualized, but are complete reahties ah by them- 
selves, are spirits^ returned into themselves and self- 
contamed. 

The process of them transition from one into the 
other IS, therefore, only for us [who are analysmg the 
process] an alienation of the characteristic nature in 
which them distmction hes, and only for us, the obser- 
vers, does it constitute a necessary series; for belief, 
however, their distmction is a static diversity, and them 
movement simply a historical fact. 

To deal shortly with the external character of them 
form: as m the world of culture state-power or the good 
was primary, so here the first and foremost moment is 
Absolute Being, spirit absolutely self-contained, so far 
as it is simple eternal substance. ^ But m the process 
of reahzmg its constitutive notion, which consists m 
bemg spmit, that substance passes over mto a form 

1 The ‘‘persons” of the “Trinity” 

2 God transcendent, God as Substance, God the Father. 
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where it exists for an other; its self -identity becomes 
actual Absolute Bemg, actualized m self-sacrifice; it 
becomes a self, but a self that is transitory and passes 
away.’^ Hence the third stage is the return of self thus 
ahenated, the substance thus abased, mto its first 
primal simphcity. Only when this is done is spirit 
presented and manifested as spirit.® 

These distinct ultimate Reahties, when brought back 
by thought mto themselves out of the flux of the actual 
world, are changeless, eternal spirits, whose bemg hes 
in thinkmg the umty which they constitute. While 
thus torn away from self-consciousness, these Eealities 
aU the same lay hold on it; for if the Ultimate Reahty 
were to be fixed and unmoved in the form of the first 
bare and simple substance, it would remam ahen to 
self-consciousness. But the laymg aside, the “empty- 
mg”, of this substance, and afterwards its spirit, m- 
volves the element of concrete actuahty, and thereby 
participates in the beheving self-consciousness, or the 
behevmg attitude of consciousness belongs to the real 
world. 

According to this second condition, the believmg type 
of consciousness partly finds its actuahty in the real 
world of culture, and constitutes its spirit and its exis- 
tence, which have been described; partly, however, 
behef takes up an attitude of opposition to this its 
own actuality, looks on this as somethmg vain, and 
is the process of cancelhng and transcendmg it. This 
process does not consist m the believing consciousness 
makmg witty remarks about the perverted condition 
of that reahty; for it is the naive simple consciousness, 
which reckons esprit and wit as emptmess and vanity, 
because this still has the real world for its purpose. On 
the contrary, in opposition to its placid realm of thought 
stands concrete actuality as a soulless form of existence, 

^ The God-man, Christ 

2 God as Absolute Spirit, God the Holy Ghost. 
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which on that account has to be overcome m external 
fashion. This obedience through service and praise, by 
cancelling sense-knowledge and action, produces the 
consciousness of unity with the self-complete and self- 
existmg Bemg, though not in the sense of an actual 
perceived umty. This service is merely the mcessant 
process of producing the sense of umty, a process that 
never completely reaches its goal m the actual present. 
The religious communion no doubt does so, for it is 
universal self-consciousness. But for the mdividual self- 
consciousness the realm of pure thought necessarily 
remams somethmg away beyond its actuality; or, agam, 
since this remote region by the emptying, the “kenosis”, 
of the eternal Bemg, has entered the sphere of actuality, 
its actuality is sensuous, uncomprehended. But one 
sensuous actuality is ever mdifferent and external to 
another, and what lies beyond has thus only received 
the further character of remoteness in space and time. 
The essential notion, however — ^the concrete actuality 
of spirit directly present to itself — ^remams for belief 
an inner principle, which is all and effects all, but never 
itself comes to the light. 

In the case of pure msight, however, the concept, 
the essential notion {Begnff), is alone the real, and this 
third aspect of behef — ^that of being an object for pure 
msight — ^is the specific relation in which belief here 
appears. Pure msight itself has like belief to be con- 
sidered partly by itself {an und fur sich), partly m 
relation to the real world — so far as the real world is 
still present m positive shape, viz. m the form of a 
vam consciousness — ^and lastly in that relation to behef 
just mentioned. 

We have already seen what pure insight by itself is. 
Behef is unperturbed pure consciousness of spirit as the 
essentially real; pure msight is the self-consciousness 
of spirit as the essentially real; it knows the essentially 
real, therefore, not qua essence but qua Absolute Self. 
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Its aim thus is to cancel every kind of iodependenee 
which falls without self-consciousness, whether that be 
the independence of the actually objective or of the 
inherently real, and to mould it into conceptual form. 
It not merely is the certainty of self-conscious reason 
assured of bemg all truth; it knows that it is so. 

In the form, however, in which the notion of pure 
insight meets us first, it is not yet realized As a phase 
of consciousness it appears in consequence as sometlnng 
contingent, as somethmg isolated and particular, and 
its inmost constitutive nature appears as some purpose 
that it has to carry out and reahze. It has to begm 
with the intention of makmg pure msight universal, 
i.e. of makirig everythmg that is actual mto a notion, 
and one and the same notion for every self-conscious- 
ness.^ The mtention is pure, for its content is pure 
insight; and this msight is similarly pure, for its con- 
tent IS solely the absolute notion, which finds no oppo- 
sition in an object, and is not restricted in itself. In 
the unrestricted notion there are found at once both 
the aspects — ^that everything objective is to signify 
only the self-existent, self-consciousness, and that this 
is to signify something universal, that pure msight is to 
be the property of all seH-consciousnesses. This second 
feature of the mtention is so far a result of culture, in 
that m culture both the distinctions of objective spirit, 
the parts and express determmations of its world, have 
come to naught, as well as the distmctions which 
appeared as originally determmate natures. Genius, 
talent, special capacities one and aU, belong to the 
world of actuality, in so far as this world contains stiU 
the aspect of being a herd of seK-conscious individuals, 
where, m confusion and mutual violence, individuals 
cheat and struggle with one another over the contents 
of the real world. 

^ “Kant’s philosophy is the enlightenment adapted so as to become 
a philosopical method ’’ — Hegel, W. W 16, p 502 
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The above distinctions doubtless have no place in it 
as genuine espk'es. Individuahty neither is contented 
with unreal “fact”, nor has special content and pur- 
poses of its own. It counts merely as something univer- 
sally aclmowledged and accepted, viz. qua cultivated 
and developed; and the fact of distinction is reduced 
to a matter of less or more energy, a distmction of 
quantity, i.e. a non-essential distmction. This last dif- 
ference, however, has come to nothing, by the fact 
that the distinction m the state where consciousness 
was completely torn asunder, turned roimd mto an 
absolutely quahtative distinction. "What is there the 
other for the ego is merely the ego itself. In this infinite 
judgment aU the one-sidedness and peculiarity of the 
origmal self-existmg self is extmguished; the self knows 
itself qua pure self to be its own object; and this 
absolute identity of both sides is the element of pure 
insight. 

Pure insight, therefore, is the simple ultimate being 
undifferentiated within itself, and at the same time the 
umversal achievement and result and a universal pos- 
session of all In this simple spiritual substance self- 
consciousness gives itself and maintains for itself m 
every object the sense of this its own mdividual bemg 
or of action, just as conversely the individuality of self- 
consciousness IS there identical with itself and universal. 

This pure insight is, then, the spirit that calls to every 
consciousness; he for yourselves what you are all essen- 
tially ^n yourselves — ^rational. 
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ENLIGHTENMENT i 

The pectiliar object against which pure insight directs 
the active force of the notion is belief, this being a form 
of pure consciousness like itself and yet opposed to it in 
that element. But at the same time pure msight has a 
relation to the actual world, for, hke behef , it is a return 
from the actual world mto pure consciousness. We 
have first of all to see how its activity is constituted 
as operating against the impure motives and the per- 
verted forms of msight found in the actual world.® 

We have touched already on the placid type of con- 
sciousness, which stands m contrast to this turmoil of 
alternate seH-dissolution and self-recreation; it con- 
stitutes the aspect of pure insight and mtention. 
This unperturbed consciousness, however, as we saw, 
has no special msight regarding the sphere of culture. 
The latter has itself rather the most painful feeling, 
and the truest msight about itself — ^the feeling that 
everything made secure crumbles to pieces, that every 
limb of its existence is wracked and rent, and every 
bone broken: moreover, it consciously expresses this 
feeling in words, pronounces judgment and gives spark- 
Img utterance concernmg all aspects of its condition. 
Pure msight, therefore, can have here no activity and 
content of its own, and thus can only take up the 
attitude of formally and truly apprehending this witty 
insight peculiar to the world and the language it adopts. 
Since this language is a scattered and broken utterance 
and the pronouncement a fickle mood of the moment, 
which is again quickly forgotten, and is only known to 
be a whole by a third consciousness, this latter can be 

^ Erdightenment {Aujklarung) is the universalization of the principle 
of ‘‘pure insight”, and hence is logically the outcome of the preceding 
analysis, ^ Cf pp 641 ff 
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distinguished as pure insight only if it gathers those 
several scattered traces into a universal picture, and 
then makes them the insight of all. 

By this simple means pure msight wiU resolve the 
confusion of tins world. For we have found that the 
areas and determmate conceptions and mdividuahties 
are not the essential nature of this actuahty, but that 
it finds its substance and support alone in the spirit 
which exists qvu judging and discussmg, and that the 
interest of having a content for this ratiocmation and 
parleying to deal with alone preserves the whole and 
the areas of its articulation. In this language which 
insight adopts, its self-consciousness is stiU this iso- 
lated individual, a self existmg for itself; but the 
emptmess of its content is at the same time emptiness 
of the self knowing that content to be vam and empty. 
Now, when the consciousness placidly apprehendmg aU 
these sparklmg utterances of vamty makes a collection 
of the most strikuig and penetratmg phrases, the soul 
that stfil preserves the whole, the vanity of witty 
criticism, goes to ruin with the other form of vamty, 
the previous vanity of existence. The collection shows 
most people a better wit, or at least shows every one 
a more varied wit than them own, and shows that 
“knowing-better” and “judgmg” generally are some- 
thmg universal and are now umversally familiar. 
Thereby the sole and only survivmg interest is done 
away with; and individual hght is resolved mto uni- 
versal insight. 

StiU, however, knowledge of essential reahty stands 
secure above vam and empty knowledge; and pure 
insight only appears in genumely active form in so far 
as it enters into conflict with behef. 



THE STRUGGLE OF ENLIGHTENMENT WITH 
SUPERSTITION! 

The various negative forms which consciousness adopts, 
the attitude of scepticism, and that of theoretical and 
practical ideahsm, are inferior attitudes compared with 
that of pure insight and the expansion of pure insight 
— enhghtenment; for pure insight is born of the sub- 
stance of spirit, it knows the pure self of consciousness 
to be absolute, and enters mto conflict with the pure 
consciousness of the Absolute Bemg of all reality. 

Since belief and insight are the same pure conscious- 
ness, but m form are opposed — ^the reality in the case 
of belief bemg a thought, not a notion, and hence some- 
thing absolutely opposed to self-consciousness, while the 
reahty m the case of pure msight is the self — ^they are 
such that inter se the one is the absolute negative of 
the other. 

As appearing the one against the other, all content 
falls to behef ; for m its unperturbed element of thought 
every moment obtams defimte subsistence. Pure in- 
sight, however, is in the first mstance without any 
content; it is rather the sheer disappearance of content; 
but by its negative attitude towards what it excludes 
it will make itself real and give itseK a content. 

It knows belief to be opposed to msight, opposed 
to reason and truth. Just as, for it, belief is in general 
a tissue of superstitious prejudices and errors; so it 
further sees the consciousness embracing this content 
organized mto a realm of error, in which false insight 
is the general sphere of consciousness, immediate, 
naively unperturbed, and inherently unreflective. Yet 
aU the while this false msight does have withm it the 

! “We live m an age of enlightenment” (Kant) Cp Hegel W W 16 
introduction to “French Philosophy” 
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moment of self -reflexion, the moment of self-conscious- 
ness, separated from its simple nmvete, and keeps this 
reflexion m the background as an msight remammg 
by itself, and as an evil mtention by which that former 
conscious state is befooled. That mental sphere is the 
victim of the deception of a Priesthood, which carries 
out its envious vam conceit of being alone in possession 
of insight, and carries out its other selfish ends as well. 
At the same time this priesthood conspires vnth Des- 
potism, which takes up the attitude of being the 
synthetic crude {begnfflos) unity of the real and this 
ideal kingdom — ^a smgularly amorphous and incon- 
sistent type of bemg — and stands above the bad 
insight of the multitude, and the bad mtention of the 
priests, and even combmes both of these withm itself. 
As the result of the stupidity and confusion produced 
amongst the people by the agency of priestly deception, 
despotism despises both and draws for itself the ad- 
vantage of undisturbed control and the fulfilment of 
its lusts, its humours, and its whims. Yet at the same 
time it IS itself in this same state of murky msight, is 
equally superstition and error. 

Enhghtenment does not attack these three forms of 
the enemy without distmction. For smce its essential 
nature is pure msight, which is per se imiversal, its 
true relation to the other extreme is that m which it 
is concerned with the common and identical element in 
both, he Taspect of mdividual existence isolating itself 
from the universal naive consciousness is the antithesis 
of it, and cannot be directly afiected by it. The wall of 
the deceivmg priesthood and the oppressive despot is, 
therefore, not primarily the object on which it directs 
its activity; its object is the insight that is without 
will and without individualized isolated self -existence, 
the notion (Begnjf) of rational self-consciousness, which 
has its existence m the total conscious area, but is not 
yet there m the fullness of its true meaning (Begriff). 
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Since, howeyer, pure insigM rescues tliis genuinely 
honest form of insight, with its naive simplicity of 
nature, from prejudices and errors, it wrests from the 
hands of bad mtention the effective reahzation of its 
powers of deception, for whose realm the mcoherent 
and undeveloped (begnfflos) consciousness of the general 
area provides the basis and raw material, while the 
self-existence of each power finds its substance in the 
simple consciousness. 

The relation of pure msight to the naive conscious- 
ness of absolute Bemg has now a double aspect. On 
one side pure insight is inherently one and the same 
with it. On the other side, however, this naive conscious- 
ness lets absolute Being as well as its parts dispose 
themselves at wiU m the simple element of its thought, 
and subsist there, and lets them bold only as its inherent 
nature and hence hold good m objective form. In 
acceptmg this inherent nature it disowns, however, its 
own mdependent existence. In so far as, accordmg to 
the first aspect, this behef is for pure msight inherently 
and essentially pure self-consciousness, and has merely 
to become so expressly for itself, pure msight finds in 
this constitutive notion of behef the element in which, 
in place of false insight, it reahzes itself. 

Smce, from this point of view, both are essentially 
the same, and the relation of pure insight takes effect 
through and in the same element, the communication 
between them is direct and immediate, and their give 
and take an imbroken interfusion. Whatever pins and 
bolts may be otherwise driven into consciousness, it is 
in itself this simphcity of nature in which everything is 
resolved, forgotten, and unconstramed, and which, 
therefore, is absolutely receptive to the activity of the 
notion. The commumcation of pure insight is on that 
account comparable to a silent extension or the expan- 
sion, say, of a scent m the unresistmg atmosphere. It is 
a penetrating infection, which did not previously make 
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itself noticeable as something distinct from and opposed 
to the mdifferent medium into which it msmuates its 
way, and hence cannot be averted. Only when the infec- 
tion has become widespread is that consciousness ahve 
to it, which unconcernedly yielded to its influence. For 
what this consciousness received mto itself was doubt- 
less something simple, homogeneous, and uniform 
throughout it, but was at the same time the simplicity 
of self -reflected negativity, which later on also develops 
by its nature into somethmg opposed, and thereby 
reminds consciousness of its previous state. This simple 
uniformity is the notion, which is simple knowledge 
that knows both itself and its opposite, this opposite 
bemg, however, cancelled as opposite within the seH- 
knowledge of the notion. In the condition, therefore, 
in which consciousness becomes aware of pure insight, 
this insight is already widespread. The struggle with 
it betrays the fact that the infection has done its work. 
The struggle is too late; and every means taken merely 
makes the disease worse; for the disease has seized the 
very marrow of spiritual life, viz. consciousness m its 
ultimate prmciple {Begriff), or its pure mmost nature 
itself. There is therefore no power left m conscious life 
to surmount the disease. Because it affects the very 
inmost being, its manifestations, so long as they remam 
isolated, are repressed and subside and its superficial 
symptoms are smothered. This is immensely to its ad- 
vantage; for it does not now squander its power m 
useless fashion, nor does it show itself unworthy of its 
true nature — ^which is the case when it breaks out mto 
symptoms and isolated eruptions antithetic to the 
content of belief and to the connexion of its external 
reahty. Rather, bemg now an invisible and unperoeived 
spirit, it insmuates its way through and through the 
noble parts, and soon has got complete hold over all 
the vitals and members of the unconscious idol; and 
then “som& fine morning it gives its comrade a shove 
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with the elbow, when, hash! crash! — and the idol is 
lying on the floor”.^ On some “fine morning”, whose 
noon IS not red with blood, if the infection has pene- 
trated to every organ of spiritual life. It is then the 
memory alone that still preserves the dead form of the 
spirit’s previous state, as a vanished history, vanished 
men know not how. And the new serpent of wisdom, 
raised on high before bendmg worshippers, has in this 
manner painlessly sloughed merely a shrivelled skm. 

But this silent steady working of the loom of spirit 
in the inner region of its substance,^ spirit’s own action 
being hidden from itself, is merely one side of the 
realizing of pure insight. Its expansion does not only 
consist m like combimng with like; and its reahzation 
is not merely an unresisted expansion. The action of the 
principle of negation is Just as essentially a developed 
process of self-distmction, which, being a conscious 
action, must set forth its moments m a definitely mani- 
fested expression, and must make its appearance in 
the form of a great noise, and a violent struggle with 
an opposite as such. 

We have, therefore, to see how pure insight and pure 
intention manifests its negative attitude towards that 
other which it finds standmg opposed to it. 

Pure insight and mtention, operatmg negatively, 
can only be — smce its very prmciple is all essentiality 
and there is not hin g outside it — ^the negative of itself. 
As insight, therefore, it passes mto the negative of pure 
insight, it becomes imtruth and unreason; and as mten- 
tion it passes into the negative of pure intention, 
becomes a lie and sordid impurity of purpose. 

It involves itself in this contradiction by the fact 
that it engages m a strife and thinks to do battle with 
some alien external other. It merely imagines this, for 
its nature as absolute negativity lies in having that 
otherness withm its own self. The absolute notion is 

* Bameau’s Neffe ^ In the Me of “feeling” and “emotion”. 
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the category; it is the principle that knowledge and 
the object of knowledge are the same. In consequence, 
what pure insight expresses as its other, what it pro- 
nounces to be an error or a he, can be nothmg else than 
its own self; it can only condemn what itself is. What 
IS not rational has no truth, or what is not comprehended 
through a notion, conceptually determmed, is not. 
When reason thus speaks of some other than itself is, it 
in fact speaks merely of itself, it does not therem go 
beyond itself. 

This struggle with the opposite, therefore, combines 
in its meanmg the significance of being msight’s own 
actualization. This consists just in the process of un- 
folding its moments and takmg them back into itself. 
One part of this process is the making of the distinction 
in which the msight of reason opposes itself as object 
to itself; so long as it remains m this condition, it is at 
variance with itself. Qita pure msight it is without any 
content; the process of its realization consists m itself 
becoming content to itseK; for no other can be made its 
content, because it is the category become self-conscious. 
But since this insight in the first instance thinks of the 
content as in its opposite, and knows the content 
merely as a content, and does not as yet think of it as 
its own self, pure insight misconceives itself in it. The 
complete attainment of msight, therefore, has the 
sense of a process of commg to know that content as 
its own, which was to begm with opposite to itself. 
Its result, however, wiU be thereby neither the re- 
establishment of the errors it fights with, nor merely 
its original notion, but an insight which knows the 
absolute negation of itself to be its own proper reality, 
to be its self, or an insight which is its self-understand- 
mg notion. 

This feature of the struggle of enlightenment with 
errors — ^that of fightmg itself m them, and of condemn- 
mg that m them which it asserts — ^this is somethmg 
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for Tis who observe the process, or is what enlightenment 
and its struggle are in themselves implicitly. The first 
aspect of this struggle, however — ^the contammation 
and defilement of enhghtenment through its pure self- 
identity acceptmg the attitude and function of destruc- 
tive negation — ^this is how belief looks upon it; behef 
finds it simply lymg unreason and malicious intent, 
just as enlightenment in the same way regards behef as 
error and prejudice. 

As regards its content, it is in the first mstanee 
empty msight, whose content appears an external 
other to it. It meets this content, consequently, m the 
shape of somethmg not yet its own, as something that 
exists quite independent of it, and is found iu behef. 

Enlightenment, then, conceives its object in the 
first mstanee and generally m such a way as to take 
it as pure msight, and failmg to recognize itself there, 
mterprets it as error. In msight as such consciousness 
apprehends an object m such a manner that it becomes 
the inner bemg of conscious life, or becomes an object 
which consciousness permeates, in which consciousness 
mamtams itself, keeps withm itself, and is present to 
itself, and, by its thus being the process of that object, 
brmgs the object mto bemg. It is precisely this which 
enlightenment rightly declares belief to be, when en- 
hghtenment says that the Absolute Reality professed 
by behef is a bemg that comes from belief’s owm con- 
sciousness, IS its own thought, somethmg produced 
from and by consciousness.^ Enhghtenment, conse- 
quently, explams and declares it to be error, to be a 
made-up mvention about the very same thmg as 
enhghtenment itself is. 

Enlightenment that seeks to teach belief this new 
wosdom does not, in domg so, tell it anythmg new. 
For the object of behef itself is just this too, viz. a pure 

^ Cp the view o£ God held by Fichte, also Feuerbach . — Wesen der 
EeUgion, 
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essential reabty of its own peculiar consciousness; so 
that this consciousness does not put itself down for lost 
and negated in that object, but rather puts trust m it; 
and this just means that it finds itself there as this 
particular consciousness, finds itself therein to be self- 
consciousness. If I put my trust in anyone, his certitude 
of himself is for me the certitude of myself; I know 
my self-existence m him, I know that he acknow- 
ledges it, and that it is for him both his purpose and 
his real nature Behef, however, is trust, because the 
believing consciousness has a direct relation to its 
object, and thus sees at once that it is one with the 
object, and in the object. 

Further, since what is object for me is somethmg 
m which I know myself, I am at the same time in that 
object really m the form of another self-consciousness, 
ie. one winch has become m that object ahenated 
from its own particular individuation, from its natural 
and contingent existence, but which partly continues 
therein to be self-consciousness, and partly is there an 
essential consciousness just hke pure msight. 

In the notion of insight there hes not merely this, 
that consciousness knows itself m the object it looks 
at, and finds itself directly there, without first quitting 
the thought element and then returmng into itself; the 
notion imphes as well that consciousness is aware of 
itself as bemg also the mediating process, aware of itself 
as active, as the agency of production. Through this 
it gets the thought of this unity of self as self and 
object. 

Behef also is this very consciousness. Obedience and 
action make a necessary moment, through which the 
certamty of existence m Absolute Being comes about. 
This action of behef does not indeed make it appear as if 
Absolute Bemg is itself produced thereby. But the 
Absolute Being for behef is essentially not the abstract 
being that hes beyond the believing consciousness; it 
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IS the spirit of the rehgious communion, it is the unity 
of that abstract bemg and self-consciousness. The 
action of the communion is an essential moment in 
brmging about that it is this spirit of the communion. 
That spirit is what it is by the productive activity 
of consciousness, or rather it does not exist without 
being produced by consciousness. For essential as this 
process of production is, it is as truly not the only 
basis of Absolute Being; it is merely a moment. The 
Absolute Being is at the same time self-complete and 
seK-contamed {an und fur s%ch sdhst). 

On the other side the notion of pure insight is seen 
to be something else than its own object; for ]ust this 
negative character constitutes the object. Thus from 
the other side it also expresses the ultimate Being of 
belief as something foreign to self-consciousness, some- 
thmg that is not a bone of its bone, but is surrepti- 
tiously foisted on it like a changeling child. But here 
enlightenment is entirely foolish, belief experiences it 
as a way of speakmg which does not know what it is 
saymg, and does not understand the facts of the case 
when it talks about priestly deception, and deluding 
the people. It speaks about this as if by means of some 
hocus-pocus of con]urmg priestcraft there were foisted 
on consciousness as true Reality something that is 
absolutely foreign, and absolutely alien to it; and yet 
says all the while that this is an essential reality for 
consciousness, that consciousness believes in it, trusts 
in it, and seeks to make it favourably disposed towards 
itself, 1 e that consciousness therein sees its pure 
ultimate Being just as much as its own single and uni- 
versal individuality, and creates by its own action this 
unity of itself with its essential reality. In other words, 
it directly declares that to be the very inmost nature 
of consciousness which it declares to be somethmg ahen 
to consciousness. 

How, then, can it possibly speak about deception 
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and delusion? By the fact that it directly expresses 
about belief the very opposite of what it asserts of 
belief, it ipso facto really reveals itself to behef as the 
conscious he. How are deception and delusion to take 
place, where consciousness in its very truth has directly 
and immediately the certitude of itself, where it 
possesses itself in its object, since it just as much finds 
as produces itseH there? The distinction no longer 
exists, even m words. 

When the general question has been raised, whether 
it IS permissible to delude a people, the answer, as a 
fact, was bound to be that the question is pointless, 
because it is impossible to deceive a people in this 
matter. Brass in place of gold, counterfeit instead of 
genuine com may doubtless have swmdled individuals 
many a time; lots of people have stuck to it that a 
battle lost was a battle won ; and lies of aU sorts about 
things of sense and particular events have been plaus- 
ible for a time; but in the Imowledge of that inmost 
reality where consciousness finds the direct certamty 
of its own self, the idea of delusion is entirely baseless. 

Let us see further how belief undergoes enlightenment 
in the case of the different moments of its ovm con- 
scious experience, to which the view just noted referred 
m the first mstance only m a general way. These 
moments are pure thought, or, qua object, absolute 
Bemg per se {an und fur sich ) ; then its relation, as a 
form of knowledge, to absolute Bemg, the ultimate 
basis of its behef; and finally its relation to absolute 
Being m its acts, i.e. its “worship” and service.^ Just 
as pure insight has failed to recognize itself m belief as a 
whole and denied its own nature, we shall find it taking 
up in these moments, too, an attitude similarly per- 
verted and distorted. 

Pure insight assumes towards the absolute Being 

^ Enlightenment attacks the object and the basis of behef, and the mode 
of woiship 
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of the believing mmd a negative attitude. This Being 
IS pure thought, and pure thought estabhshed within 
itself as object or as the true Being, in the believing 
consciousness this immanent and essential reahty of 
thought acquires at the same time for the self -existent 
consciousness the form of objectivity, but merely the 
empty form; it exists in the character of somethmg 
“presented” to consciousness. To pure insight, however, 
smce it IS pure consciousness in its aspect of self existmg 
for itself, this other appears as something negative of 
self-consciousness. This might still be taken either as 
the pure essential reahty of thought, or also as the 
being found in sense-experience, the object of sense- 
certainty. But since it is at the same time for the self, 
and this self, qua self which has an object, is an actual 
consciousness, for insight the peculiar object as such 
IS an ordmary existing thing of sense. This its object 
appears before it in the picture-presentation found in 
behef . It condemns this idea and in domg so condenms 
its ovm proper object. It really commits a wrong, how- 
ever, agamst belief in so apprehendmg the object of 
behef as if it were its own object. Accordingly it states 
regardmg behef that its absolute Bemg is a piece of 
stone, a block of wood, having eyes and seeing not, or 
again a bit of bread-dough, which is obtained from 
gram grown on the field and transformed by men and 
IS returned to earth again; or m whatever other ways 
belief may be said to anthropomorphize absolute Being, 
making it objective and representable. 

Enlightenment, proclaimmg itself as the pure and 
true, here turns what is held to be eternal hfe and holy 
spirit into a concrete passing thmg of sense, and con- 
tammates it with what belongs to sense-certainty — 
with an aspect mherently worthless and one which is 
not to be found at all in the worshippmg attitude of 
belief, so that enhghtenment simply calumniates it by 
introducing such an aspect. What behef reveres is for 
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belief assuredly neither stone nor wood, nor bread- 
dough, nor any other sort of thing of time and sense. If 
enlightenment thinks it worth while to say its object 
all the same is this as well, or even that it is this in 
its inherent nature and in truth, then belief also knows 
that something which it is “as well”, but for it this 
somethmg hes outside its worship ; on the other hand, 
however, belief does not look on such things as stones, 
etc., as havmg an inherent and essential being at all, 
the essential nature as grasped by pure thought is 
alone for it somethmg inherently real. 

The second moment is the relation of belief as a 
form of knowmg consciousness to this ultimate Being. 
As pure thinking consciousness belief has this Bemg 
immediately before it. But pure consciousness is just 
as much a mediate relation of conscious certamty to 
truth, a relation constitutmg the ground of belief. For 
enlightenment this ground comes similarly to be re- 
garded as a chance knowledge of chance occurrences. 
The ground of knowledge, however, is the conscious 
universal, and in its ultimate meaning is absolute 
spirit, which in abstract pure consciousness, or thought 
as such, IS merely absolute Bemg, but qm self-conscious- 
ness is the knowledge of itseK. Pure insight treats this 
conscious universal, self -knowmg spirit pure and simple, 
likewise as an element negative of self-consciousness. 
Doubtless this insight is itself pure mediate thought, i.e. 
thought mediating itself with itself, it is pure know- 
ledge; but smce it is pure insight, or pure knowledge, 
which does not yet know itself, i.e. for which as yet there 
is no awareness that it is this pure process of mediation, 
this process seems to msight, like everything else consti- 
tutmg it, to be somethmg external, an other. When 
realizing its inherent principle, then, it develops this 
moment essential to it; but that moment seems to it to 
belong to belief, and to be, m its character of an 
external other, a fortuitous knowledge of stories of 
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“real” events in this ordinary sense of “real”. It thus 
here charges religious belief with basing its certainty 
on some particular historical evidences, which, con- 
sidered as historical evidences, would assuredly not 
even warrant that degree of certainty about the matter 
which we get regardmg any event mentioned m the 
newspapers. It further makes the imputation that the 
certainty in the case of rehgious belief rests on the 
accidental fact of the preservation of aU this evidence : 
on the preservation of this evidence partly by means 
of paper, and partly through the skill and honesty in 
transfernng what is written from one paper to another, 
and lastly rests upon the accurate mterpretation of the 
sense of dead words and letters. As a matter of fact, 
however, it never occurs to behef to make its cer- 
tainty depend on such evidences and such fortuitous 
circumstances. Behef in its conscious assurance occupies 
a naive unsophisticated attitude towards its absolute 
object, knows it with a purity, which never mixes up 
letters, paper, or copyists with its consciousness of the 
Absolute Being, and does not make use of things of 
that sort to affect its union vsith the Absolute. On the 
contrary, this consciousness is the self-mediating, self- 
relatmg ground of its knowledge; it is spirit itself 
which bears witness of itself both in the inner heart of 
the individual consciousness, as well as through the 
presence everywhere and in all men of belief in it. If 
belief wants to appeal to historical evidences in order 
to get also that Imd of foundation, or at least con- 
firmation, for its content which enlightenment speaks 
of, and IS really serious in thinking and acting as if 
that were an important matter, then it has eo ipso 
allowed itself to be corrupted and led astray by the 
insinuations of enhghtenment ; the efforts it makes to 
secure a basis or support in this way are merely indi- 
cations that show how it has been affected and infected 
by enhghtenment. 
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There still remains the third aspect, the active re- 
lation of consciousness to Absolute Being, its forms of 
Service.^ This action consists in cancelling the particu- 
larity of the individual, or the natural form of its self- 
existence, whence arises its certainty of being pure 
self-consciousness, of being, as the result of its action, 
i.e. as a seB-existmg conscious individual, one with 
ultimate Reality. 

Smce in this action purposiveness and end are dis- 
tinguished, and pure insight likewise takes up a negative 
attitude towards this action, and denies itself ]ust as 
it did in the other moments, it must as regards pur- 
posiveness present the appearance of being stupid and 
unintelligent, smce msight united with mtention, 
accordance of end with means, appears to it as an 
other, as really the opposite of what insight is. As 
regards the end, however, it has to make badness, 
enjoyment, and possession, its purpose, and prove itself 
in consequence to be the impurest kind of mtention, 
smce pure intention, qua external, an other, is similarly 
impure intention. 

Accordmgly we find that, so far as concerns pur- 
posiveness, enlightenment thinks it foohsh if the 
believing mdmdual seeks to obtain the higher con- 
sciousness of freedom from entanglement with natural 
enjoyment and pleasure, by positively denying itself 
natural enjoyment and ^pleasure, and proving through 
its acts that there is no lie in its open contempt 
for them, but rather that the contempt is quite 
genuine. 

In the same way enlightenment finds it foolish for 
consciousness to absolve itself of its characteristic 
of being absolutely individual, excludmg aU others, 
and possessing property of its own, by itself demitting 
its own property, for thereby it shows m reality that 
this isolation is not really serious. It shows rather 

^ The cult. 
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that itself IS something that can rise above the natural 
necessity of isolating itself and of den3nng, in this 
absolute isolation of its own individual existence, that 
the others are one and the same wath itself 

Pure insight finds both purposeless as well as wrong. 
It is purposeless to renounce a pleasure and give away a 
possession, in order to show oneself independent of 
pleasure and possession; hence, in the converse case, 
msight will be obliged to proclaim the man a fool, who, 
in order to eat, employs the expedient of actually 
eatmg. Insight again thmks it wrong to deny one- 
self a meal, and give away butter and eggs not for 
money, nor money for butter and eggs, but ]ust to give 
them away and get no return at all; it declares a meal, 
or the possession of thmgs of that sort, to be an end in 
itseh, and hence in fact declares itself to be a very 
impure intention which ascribes essential value to 
enjoyment and possessions of this kmd As pure m- 
tention it further mamtains the necessity of rising 
above natural existence, above covetousness as to the 
means for such existence; it only finds it foolish and 
wTong that this supremacy should be demonstrated 
by action. In other words this pure mtention is in 
reality a deception, which pretends to and demands 
an inner elevation, but declares that it is superfluous, 
foolish, and even wrong to be in earnest m the matter, 
to put this upliftmg into concrete expression, mto 
actual shape and form, and demonstrate its truth. 

Pure insight thus demes itself both as pure msight — 
for it demes directly purposive action, and as pure 
mtention — ^for it denies the intention of proving its 
independence of the ends of mdividual existence. 

Thus, then, enlightenment makes belief learn what 
it means. It takes on this appearance of being bad, 
because ]ust by the fact of relation to an external other 
it gives itself a negative reality, it presents itself as the 
opposite of itself. Pure msight and mtention have to 
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adopt this relational attitude, however, for that is their 
actualization. 

This realization appeared, m the first instance, as a 
negative reality. Perhaps its positive reality is better 
constituted. Let us see how this stands 

If aU prejudice and superstition have been banished, 
the question arises what next’ What is the truth 
enlightenment has diffused in their stead? It has 
already given expression to this positive content in its 
process of exterminatmg error, for that alienation of 
itself IS equally its positive reality. 

In dealmg with what for belief is Absolute Spirit, 
it interprets whatever sort of determination it discovers 
there as bemg wood, stone, etc., as particular concrete 
things of sense. Since m tins way it conceives in general 
every characteristic, i.e. every content and filling, to 
be a finite fact, to be a human entity and a mental 
presentation, absolute Bemg on its view turns out 
to be a mere vacuum, to which can be attributed 
no characteristics, no predicates at aU. In fact to,^ 
marry such a vacuity with universal predicates would 
be essentially reprehensible, and it is just through 
such a union that the monstrosities of superstition ' 
have been produced. Reason, pure msight, is doubt- i 
less not empty itself, since the negative of itself is 
present consciously to it, and is its content, it is, 
on the contrary, rich in substance, but only m particu- 
larity and restrictions. The enlightened function of 
reason, of pure insight, consists m aUowmg nothing of 
that sort to appertam to Absolute Being, nor attribut- 
ing anything of that kind to it : this function well knows 
how to put itself and the wealth of fimtude m their 
place, and deal with the Absolute m a worthy 
manner. 

In contrast with this colourless empty Being there 
stands, as a second aspect of the positive truth of 
enhghtenment, the singleness in general of conscious 



STRUGGLE OF ENLIGHTENMENT WITH SUPERSTITION 677 

life and of all that it is: — a, singleness excluded from 
an absolute Bemg, and standmg by itself as some- 
thing entirely self-contamed. Consciousness, which in its 
very earliest expression is sense-certainty and mere 
“opinmg”, here comes back, after the whole course of 
its experience, to this same pomt, and is once again a 
knowledge of what is purely negative of itself, a know- 
ledge of sense thmgs, i.e. of existent entities which 
stand m mdifiference over against its own self -existence. 
But here it is not an immediate natural consciousness, 
it has become such for itself. While at first the prey 
to every sort of entanglement, into which it is plunged 
by its gradually unfoldmg, and now led back to its 
first form by pure insight, it has arrived at this first 
state as the result and outcome of the process This 
sense-certainty, resting as it does on an insight into the 
nothingness of aU other forms of consciousness, and 
hence the nothmgness of whatever is beyond sense- 
experience — this sense-certainty is no longer a mere 
“opinmg”, it IS rather absolute truth. This nothingness 
of everythmg that transcends sense is doubtless merely 
a negative proof of this truth. But no other is admis- 
sible or possible, for the positive truth of sense-experi- 
ence in itself IS just the unmediated seif-existence of 
the notion itself qua object and an object m the form of 
otherness — the positive truth is that it is absolutely 
certain to every consciousness that it is and that 
there are other real thmgs outside it, and that m its 
natural existence it, as well as these things too, are in 
and for themselves or absolute. 

Lastly, the third moment of the truth of enlighten- 
ment IS the relation of the particular beings to Absolute 
Bemg, IS the relation of the first two moments to one 
another. Insight, qua pure insight of what is identical 
or unrestricted, also transcends the unlike or diverse, ^ 
i.e. transcends finite reahty, or transcends itself qua 
mere otherness. The “beyond” of this otherness it 

oo 
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takes to be the void, to -which it therefore relates the 
facts of sense. In determining this relation both the 
terms do not enter the relation as its content; for the 
one is the void, and thus a content is only to be had 
through the other, through sense reahty. The form the 
relation assumes, however, to the determmation of 
which the aspect of immanent and ultimate bemg 
{Ansich) contributes, can be shaped just as we please ; 
for the form is something inherently and essentially 
negative, and therefore somethmg seK-opposed, bemg 
as well as nothing, inherent and ultimate {Ansich) as 
well as the opposite; or, what is the same thmg, the 
relation of actuality to an inherent essential bemg qua 
somethmg beyond, is as much a negatmg as a positmg 
of that actuality. Funte actualities can, therefore, 
properly speaking, be taken just m the way people have 
need of them. Sense facts are thus related now posi- 
tively to the Absolute qua somethmg ultimate {Ansich), 
and sense reality is itself ultimate per se; the Absolute 
makes them, fosters and cherishes them. Then, agam, 
they are related to it as an opposite, that is to their 
own non-bemg; in this case they are not something; 
ultimate, they have bemg only for an other. Whereas 
m the preceding mode of consciousness the conceptior® 
involved m the opposition took shape as good and bad, 
m the case of pure insight they pass into the more 
abstract forms of what is per se {Ansich) and what is 
for an other. 

Both ways of deahng with the positive as well as the 
negative relation of finitude to what is per se (Ansich) 
are, however, equally necessary as a matter of fact, 
and everything is thus as much somethmg per se {an 
sich) as it is something for an other: in other words 
ever3rthmg is “useful”. 

Bveiybhmg is now at the mercy of other things, lets 
itself now be used by others, and exists for them; and 
then agam it, so to say, gets up on its hmd legs, fights 
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shy of the other, exists for itself on its own account, 
and on its side uses the other too. ^ 

From this, as a result, man, being the thing conscious 
of this relation, derives his true nature and place. As 
he IS immediately, man is good, qua natural conscious- 
ness per se, absolute qua individual, and all else exists 
for him: and further, — smce the moments have the 
significance of universality for him qua self-conscious 
animal, — everything exists to pleasure and dehght him, 
and, as he first comes from the hand of God, he walks 
the earth as in a garden planted for him. He is bound 
also to have plucked the fruit of the tree of knowledge 
of good and evil; he claims to have a use for it which 
distinguishes him from every other being, for, as it 
happens, his inherently good nature is also so consti- 
tuted that the superfluity of dehght does it harm, or 
rather his smgleness contains as a factor in its con- 
stitution a prmciple that goes beyond it; his singleness 
can overreach itself and destroy itself. To prevent this, 
he finds reason a useful means for duly restrainmg this 
self-transcendence, or rather for preserving himself 
when he does go beyond the determinate: for such is 
the force of consciousness. The enjoyment of this con- 
scious and essentially universal bemg must, in manifold 
variety and duration, be itself universal and not 
something determinate. The principle of measure or 
proportion has, therefore, the determmate function of 
preventing pleasure in its variety and duration from 
being quite broken off: i.e. the function of “measure” 
is immoderation. 

As everythmg is useful for man, man is likewise 
useful too, and his characteristic function consists in 
makmg himself a member of the human herd, of use 
for the common good, and serviceable to all. The extent 
to which he looks after his own mterests is the measure 
with which he must also serve the purpose of others, 
and so far as he serves their turn, he is takmg care of 
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himself the one hand washes the other But wherever 
he finds himself there he is in his right place: he makes 
use of others and is himself made use of 

Different things are serviceahle to one another m 
different ways. All things, however, have this recipro- 
city of utility by them very nature, by bemg related to 
the Absolute m the twofold manner, the one positive, 
whereby they have a bemg all their own, the other 
negative, and thereby exist for others. The relation to 
Absolute Bemg, or Rehgion, is therefore of aU forms 
of profitableness the most supremely profitable,^ for 
it IS profiting pure and simple; it is that by which 
aU things stand — ^by which they have a being all their 
own — and that by which all things faU — have an 
existence for somethmg else. 

Behef, of course, finds this positive outcome of 
enhghtenment as much an abomination as its negative 
attitude towards behef. This enhghtened msight into 
absolute Bemg, that sees nothing m it but ]ust absolute 
Being, the efre supreme, the great Void — ^this intention 
to find that everythmg in its immediate existence is 
mherently real {an s%ch) or good, and finally to find 
the relation of the individual conscious entity to the 
Absolute Bemg, Rehgion, exhaustively summed up m 
the conception of profitableness — ^aU this is for behef 
utterly and sunply revolting. This special and peculiar 
wisdom of enhghtenment necessarily seems at the same 
time to the beheving mmd to be sheer insipidity and 
the confession of insipidity; because it consists m 
knowmg nothing of absolute Being, or, what amounts 
to the same thmg, in knowing this entirely accurate 
platitude regardmg it — ^that it is merely absolute 
Bemg, and, agam, m knowing nothmg but finitude, 
takmg this, moreover, to be the truth, and thinking 
this knowledge about finitude as the truth to be the 
highest knowledge attainable. 

* Op 1 Timothy iv 8 “Godliness is profitable unto aU things ” 
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Belief has a divine right as against enhghtenment, 
the right of absolute self -identity or of pure thought; 
and it finds itself utterly wronged by enlightenment, 
for enhghtenment distorts all its moments, and makes 
them somethmg quite different from what they are in 
it. Enlightenment, on the other hand, has merely a 
human right as agamst belief, and can only put m a 
human claim for its own truth; for the wrong it commits 
IS the right of disunion, of discordance, and consists 
in pervertmg and altermg, a right that belongs to the 
nature of self-consciousness m opposition to the simple 
ultimate essence or thought. But smce the right of 
enlightenment is the right of seH-consciousness, it will 
not merely retam its own right, too, m such a way that 
two equally vahd rights of spirit would be left standing 
in opposition to one another without either satisfymg 
the claims of the other; it will mamtam the absolute 
right, because seh-consciousness is the negative function 
of the notion (Begnjf), a function which does not merely 
operate m mdependence, but also gets control over its 
opposite. And because behef is a mode of consciousness, 
it will not be able to baulk enlightenment of that right. 

For enhghtenment does not operate against the 
believing mmd with special prmciples of its owm, but 
with those which belief itself imphes and contains. 
Enhghtenment merely brmgs together and presents to 
behef its own thoughts, the thoughts that he scattered 
and apart withm behef, all unknown to it. Enhghten- 
ment merely remmds behef, when one of its own forms 
is present, of others it also has, but which it is always 
forgettmg when the one is there. Enhghtenment shows 
itseK to behef to be pure insight, by the fact that it, 
m a given determinate moment, sees the whole, brings 
forward the opposite element standmg m direct rela- 
tion to that moment and, convertmg the one m the 
other, brings out the negative prmciple which is the 
essence of both thoughts — ^the notion. It appears, 
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therefore, to belief to be distortion and lies, because it 
shows up the other side m the moments of belief. 
Enlightenment seems, in consequence, directly to make 
somethmg else out of them than they are m their own 
smgleness; but this other is equally essential, and m 
reality is to be found in the behevmg mmd itself, only 
the latter does not think about it, but keeps it some- 
where else. Hence neither is it foreign to belief nor can 
it be denied of belief. 

Enlightenment itself, however, which reminds belief 
of the opposite of its various separate moments, is just 
as little enhghtened regardmg its own nature. It takes 
up a purely negative attitude to behef, so far as it 
excludes its own content from its own pure activity and 
takes that content to be negative of itself. Consequently, 
neither m this negative, in the content of belief, does it 
recognize itself, nor, for this reason, does it brmg to- 
gether the two thoughts, the one which it contributes 
and the one against which it brings the first. Smce 
it does not recognize that what it condemns in the case 
of belief is directly its very own thought, it has its own 
bemg m the opposition of both moments, only one of 
which — ^viz. in every case the one opposed to behef — 
it acknowledges, but cuts off the other from the first, 
just as belief does. Enhghtenment, consequently, does 
not produce the unity of both as their umty, i.e. the 
notion; but the notion arises before it and comes to 
hght of its own accord, m other words, enlightenment 
finds the notion merely as somethmg there at hand. Eor 
in itself the process of realizing pure insight is just this, 
that insight, whose essential nature is the notion, first 
comes to be for itself m the shape of an absolute other, 
and repudiates itself (for the opposite of the notion is 
an absolute opposite), and then out of this otherness 
comes to itself or comes to its notion. 

Enlightenment, however, is merely this process, it 
is the activity of the notion in still unconscious form, 
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an activity which no doubt arrives at itself qua object, 
but takes this object for an external other, and does not 
even know the nature of the notion, i e. does not know 
that it IS the undifferentiated, the seK-identical, which 
absolutely divides itself. 

As against behef, then, insight is the power of the 
notion in so far as this is the active process of relating 
the moments l5mig apart from one another in behef; a 
way of relatmg them m which the contradiction in them 
comes to light. Herem lies the absolute right of the 
power which insight exercises over belief; but the 
actuality on which it brings this power to bear lies just 
in the fact that the behevmg consciousness is itself 
the notion and thus itself recognizes and accepts the 
opposite which msight presents before it. Insight, 
therefore, has and retains right against behef, because 
it makes vahd m behef what is necessary to behef 
itself, and what behef contains within it. 

At first enlightenment emphasizes the moment that 
the notion is an act of consciousness, it mamtams in the 
face of behef that the absolute Being behef accepts is a 
Bemg of the behever’s consciousness qua a self, or that 
this absolute Bemg is produced by consciousness. To 
the behevmg mmd its absolute Being, while it is in 
itself objective for the behever, is also and at the same 
time not like a foreign thmg standing therein, having 
come there no one knows how or whence. The trust of 
behef consists just in findmg itself as a particular 
personal consciousness in absolute Being, and its 
obedience and service consist in producmg, through 
its activity, that Bemg as own Absolute. Enhghten- 
ment, strictly speakmg, only reminds belief of this, if 
behef affirms without qualification the ultimate nature 
(Ansich) of absolute Bemg to be something beyond the 
action of consciousness. 

But while enhghtenment no doubt puts alongside the 
one-sidedness of belief the opposite moment, viz. : — ^the 
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action of belief m contrast to being — and being is all 
bebef thinks about here— and yet does not itself m 
doing so bring those opposite thoughts together, en- 
lightenment isolates the pure moment of action, and 
declares that what belief takes to be 'per se ultimate 
{AnsicK) IS merely a product of consciousness. Isolated 
action, action opposed to this ultimate Bemg {Ansich), 
IS, however, a contingent action, and, qua presentative 
activity, IS a creatmg of fictions — ^presented figurative 
ideas that have no bemg m themselves. And this is 
how enlightenment regards the content of belief. 

Conversely, however, pure msight equally says the 
very opposite When msight lays stress on the moment 
of otherness which the notion involves, it declares the 
essential Eeahty for belief to be one which does not m 
any way concern consciousness, is away beyond con- 
sciousness, foreign to it, and unknown. To belief, too, 
that Reality has the same character. On one side belief 
trusts in it, and gets, m doing so, the assurance of its 
own self, on the other side it is unsearchable in all its 
ways and unattamable in its bemg. 

Further, enhghtenment mamtains against the be- 
hevmg mmd a right which the latter concedes, when 
enhghtenment treats the object of the believer’s 
veneration as stone and wood, or, in short, some fmite 
anthropomorphic feature. For, smce this consciousness 
is divided within itself m havmg a “beyond” remote 
from actuahty and an immediate present embodiment 
of that remote beyond, there is also found in it, as a 
matter of fact, the view that sense-thmgs have a value 
and significance m and for themselves [a'n und fur sieh). 
But belief does not brmg together these two ideas of 
what IS “m and for itself”, viz. that at one time what is 
“m and for itself” is for belief pure essential Reality 
and at another time is an ordinary thing of sense. 
Even its own pure consciousness is affected by this last 
view; for the distinctions of its supersensuous world, 
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because this is without the notion, are a series of inde- 
pendent shapes and forms, and their activity is a 
happening, i.e. they exist merely m figurative presenta- 
tion, and have the characteristic of sense-existence. 

Enlightenment on its side isolates actuahty in the 
same way, treatmg it as a reahty abandoned by spirit; 
isolates specific determmateness and makes it a fixed 
fimte element, as if it were not a moment m the spiritual 
process of the real itself, a somethmg which is not 
nothmg, nor possessed of a bemg aU its own, but 
evanescent and transitory. 

It is clear that the same is the case with regard 
to the ground of knowledge The beheving mind itself 
recogmzes an accidental knowledge; for in belief the 
mmd adopts an attitude towards contmgencies, and 
absolute Bemg itself comes before belief in the form 
of a pictorial presentation of an ordinary actual fact. 
Consequently behef is also a certainty which does not 
carry the truth withm it, and it confesses itself to be 
an unsubstantial consciousness of this kmd, holding of 
this world and separated from the spirit that is self- 
assurmg and assured of itself. This moment, however, 
behef forgets m its immediate spiritual knowledge of 
absolute Reality. 

Enlightenment, however, which reminds belief of 
aU this, thinks agam merely of the contmgency of the 
knowledge and forgets the other — ^thinks only of the 
mediatmg process which takes eSect through an ahen 
third term, and does not think of that process wherein 
the immediate is for itself its own third term, through 
which it mediates itself with the other, viz. with itself. 

Fmally, on the view enhghtenment takes of the action 
of behef, the rejection of enjoyment and possessions is 
looked upon as wrong and purposeless. 

As to the wrong thus done, enhghtenment preserves 
its harmony with the behevmg mind in this: — that 
behef itself acknowledges the actual reahty of possessing 
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property, keeping hold of it, and enjoying it. In in- 
sisting on its property, it hehaYes with all the more 
stubborn independence and exclusiveness, and in its 
enjoyment with all the more frank self-abandonment, 
since its religious act of giving up pleasure and property 
takes effect beyond the region of this actuahty, and 
purchases for it freedom to do as it likes so far as that 
other sphere is concerned. This service, the service of 
sacrificing natural activities and enjoyments, in point 
of fact has no truth, owmg to this opposition. The 
retention and the sacrifice subsist together side by side. 
The sacrifice is merely a “sign” which performs real 
sacrifice only as regards a small part, and hence m point 
of fact IS only a figurative idea of sacrifice. 

As for purposiveness, enhghtenment finds it point- 
less and stupid to throw away a possession m order to 
feel and to prove oneself to be free from all possession, 
to renounce an enjoyment in order to think and de- 
monstrate that one is rid of all enjoyment. The be- 
hevmg mond itself takes the absolute act for a universal 
one. Not only does the action of its absolute Reahty 
as its object appear something universal, but the 
mdmdual consciousness, too, has to prove itself de- 
tached entirely and altogether from its sensuous nature. 
But throwmg away a smgle possession, giving up and 
disclaimmg a smgle enjoyment, is not actmg universally 
in this way. And smce m the action the purpose, which 
is a umversal, and the performance, which is a singular 
process, were bound to stand before consciousness, as 
essentially mcompatible, that action shows itself to be 
of a kind in which consciousness has no share, and con- 
sequently this way of acting is seen to be too naive to be 
an action at aU. It is too naive to fast in order to prove 
oneself qmte mdifferent to the pleasures of the table; 
too naive to rid the body of some other pleasure, as 
Origen did, in order to show that pleasure is finished 
and done with. The act itself proves an external and 



STRUGGLE OF ENLIGHTENMENT WITH SUPERSTITION 687 

a single operation. But desire is deeply rooted within 
the inner life, and is a universal element; its pleasure 
neither disappears with the mstrument for gettmg 
pleasure nor by abstention from particular pleasures. 

But enhghtenment on its side here isolates the im- 
reahzed mwardness as against the concrete actuahty; 
]ust as in the case of the devotion and direct intuition 
of behef, enlightenment held fast to the externality of 
, things of sense as agamst the inward attitude of belief. 
Enlightenment finds the mam point m the intention, 
m the thought, and thereby finds no need for actually 
brmgmg about the hberation from natural ends. On 
the contrary, this inner sphere is itself the formal 
element that has its concrete fulfilment m natural 
impulses, which are justified simply by the fact that 
they fall withm, that they belong to umversal bemg, 
to nature 

Enhghtenment, then, holds irresistible sway over 
behef by the fact that the latter finds in its own con- 
sciousness the very moments to which enlightenment 
gives significance and validity. Looking more closely 
at the action exerted by this force, its operation on 
behef seems to rend asunder the beautiful unity of 
trustfulness and immediate confidence, to pollute its 
spiritual hfe with lower thoughts drawn from the sphere 
of sense, to destroy the feehng of calm security in its 
attitude of submission by mtroduoing the vanity of 
understanding, of self-will, and seh-fulfilment. But in 
pomt of fact, enhghtenment really brmgs to pass 
the abohtion of that state of unthinking, or rather un- 
reflective (begnfflos) cleavage, which finds a place in 
the nature of behef. The believmg mood weighs and 
measures by a twofold standard, it has two sorts of 
eyes and ears, uses two voices to express its meamng, 
it duphcates aU ideas, without comparing and relating 
the sense and meaning in the two forms used. Or we 
may say behef fives its hfe amidst two sorts of per- 
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ceptions, the one the perceptions of thought which is 
asleep, purely uncritical and uncomprehending, the 
other those of waking consciousness hvmg solely and 
simply m the world of sense; and in each of them it 
manages to conduct a household of its own. 

Enlightenment illummates that world of heaven 
with ideas drawn from the world of sense, pomting 
out there this element of finitude which hehef cannot 
deny or repudiate, because it is self-consciousness, and 
in being so is the unity to which both kuids of ideas 
belong, and m which they do not fall apart from one 
another, for they belong to the same mdivisible simple 
self mto which behef has passed, and which constitutes 
its Me, 

Belief has by this means lost the content which 
furnished its filhng, and collapses mto an marticulate 
state where the spirit works and weaves withm itself.^ 
Behef is banished from its own kmgdom; this kmgdom 
is sacked and plundered, smce the wakmg consciousness 
has forcibly taken to itself every distmction and 
expansion of it and claimed every one of its parts 
for earth, and returned them to the earth that owns 
them. Yet behef is not on that account satisfied, for 
this illumination has everywhere brought to light only 
what is individual, with the result that only msub- 
stantial reahties and fimtude forsaken of spirit make 
any appeal to spirit. 

Since belief is without content and cannot contmue 
in this barren condition, or since, m gettmg beyond 
finitude, which is the sole content, it finds merely the 
empty void, it is a sheer longmg: its truth is an empty 
beyond, for which there is no longer any appropriate 
content to be found, for everythmg is appropriated and 
apphed m other ways. 

Belief in this manner has in fact become the same 
as enlightenment — ^the conscious attitude of relatmg 

^ i,e the life of feeling 
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a finite that inherently exists to an unlmown and un- 
knowable Absolute without predicates; the difference 
IS merely that the one is enlightenment satisfied, while 
behef is enhghtenment unsatisfied.^ It will yet be 
seen whether enlightenment can contmue in its state 
of satisfaction , that longing of the troubled, be- 
shadowed spirit, mourmng over the loss of its spuritual 
world, lies m the background. Enlightenment has 
on it this stain of unsatisfied longing: — its empty 
Absolute Bemg we find this in the form of the pure 
abstract object, in passmg beyond its individual nature 
to an unfulfilled beyond, the stam appears as an act 
and a process; in the selflessness of what is “useful” 
it IS seen in the form of a sensuous concrete object. 
Enlightenment will remove this stam by considermg 
more closely the positive result which constitutes the 
truth for it, we shah, find that the stam is implicitly 
removed already. 

^ 1 e the contrast between belief and enlightenment becomes a contrast 
inside enlightenment itself 
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The spirit that sullenly works and weaves without 
further distinctions within itself has thus passed into 
itself away beyond consciousness, which, on the other 
hand, has arrived at clearness as to itself. The first 
moment of this clearness of mind is determmed, in 
regard to its necessity and condition, by the fact that 
pure insight, or insight that is implicitly and per se 
notion, aotuahzes itself; it does so when it gives other- 
ness or determmateness a place in its own nature. In 
this manner it is negative pure insight, i.e. the negation 
of the notion; this negation is equally pure; and here- 
with has arisen the pure and simple “thing”, the Abso- 
lute Bemg, that has no further determination of any 
sort. If we define this more precisely, msight m the 
sense of absolute notion is a distinguishing of distinc- 
tions that are not so any longer, of abstractions or pure 
notions that no longer support themselves but find a 
fixed hold and a distinction only by means of the whole 
Me of the process. This distmguishmg of what is not 
distinguished consists just in the fact that the absolute 
notion makes itself its object, and as agamst that 
process asserts itself to be the essence. The essence 
hereby is without the aspect wherein abstractions or 
distmctions are kept apart, and hence becomes pure 
thought in the sense of a pure thing. 

This, then, is just the dull, silent, unconscious working 
and weaving of the spirit at the loom of its own being, 
to which behef, as we saw, sank back when it lost all 
distmction m its content. And this is at the same time 
that movement of pure self-consciousness, m regard to 
which the essence is intended to be the absolutely exter- 

^ The outcome is at once positive and negative — materialism and 
agnosticism: on the secular side^ it is pure utilitariarusm 
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nal beyond. For, because this pure seK-consoiousness is 
a movement working m pure notions, in distmctions 
that are no distmctions, pure self-consciousness col- 
lapses m fact mto that unconscious working and 
weaving of spirt, i.e. mto pure feehng, or pure thing- 
hood. 

The self-alienated notion — ^for the notion stdl stands 
here at the level of such ahenation — does not, however, 
recognize this identical nature constitutmg both sides, 
— ^the movement of self-consciousness and its absolute 
Reality, — does not recognize the identity of their nature, 
which, in pomt of fact, is their very substance and sub- 
sistence. Since the notion is not aware of this unity, 
absolute Reahty has significance for it merely m the 
form of an objective beyond, while the consciousness 
makmg these distinctions, and in this way keepmg 
the ultimate reahty outside itself, is treated as a finite 
consciousness. 

Regardmg that Absolute Being, enhghtenment itself 
falls out with itself m the same way as it did formerly 
with behef, and is divided between the views of two 
parties. One party proves itself to be victorious by 
the fact that it breaks up into two parties; for m that 
fact it shows it possesses withm it the principle it 
combats, and consequently shows it has abolished 
the one-sidedness with which it formerly made its 
appearance. The interest which was divided between 
it and the other, now falls entirely wathm it, and forgets 
the other, because that mterest finds lying m it alone 
the opposition on which its attention is directed. At 
the same time, however, the opposition has been lifted 
into the higher victorious element, where it manifests 
itself in a clarified form. So that the schism that arises 
m one party, and seems a misfortune, demonstrates 
rather its good fortune. 

The pure essence itself has in it no distinction ; con- 
sequently distmction is reached by two such pure 
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essences being put forward for consciousness to be 
aware of, or by a twofold consciousness of the pure 
reality- The pure absolute essence is only in pure 
thought, or rather it is pure thought itself, and thus 
absolutely beyond the finite, beyond self-consciousness, 
and IS merely the ultimate essence m a negative sense. 
But in this way it is just being, the negative of self- 
consciousness. Being negative of self-consciousness, it 
IS also related to self-consciousness. It is external 
being, which, placed m relation to self-consciousness 
within which distinctions and determinations fall, 
acquires withm it the distmctions, of being tasted, seen, 
and so on; and the relationship is that of sense-ex- 
perience and perception. 

Takmg the pomt of departure from this sense- 
existence, into which that negative beyond necessarily 
passes, but abstracting from those various ways in 
which consciousness is related to sense-existence, there 
IS left pure matter as that in which consciousness weaves 
and moves inarticulately within itself. In dealing with 
this, the essential pomt to note is that pure matter is 
merely what remains over when we abstract from seeing, 
feeling, tasting, etc., i.e. it is not what is seen, tasted, 
felt, and so on; it is not matter that is seen, felt, or 
tasted, but colour, a stone, a salt, and so on. Matter is 
really pure abstraction; and, bemg so, we have here 
the pure essential nature of thought, or pure thought 
itself, as the Absolute without predicates, undetermmed, 
having no distmctions withm it.^ 

The one kmd of enhghtenment calls absolute Being 
that predicateless Absolute, which exists m thought 
beyond the actual consciousness from which this en- 
lightenment started; the other calls it matter. If they 
were distinguished as Nature and Spirit or God, the 
unconscious inner working and weavmg would have 
nothing of the wealth of developed life required in 

^ Cp Schopenhauer. “The absolute without predicates is just matter,^’ 
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order to be nature, while Spirit or God would have 
no self-distmguishing consciousness. Both, as we saw, 
are entirely the same notion; the distmction lies not 
m the objective fact, but purely m the diversity of 
startmg-point adopted by the two developments of 
thought, and m the fact that each stops at its own 
special pomt m the thought-process. If they rose above 
that, their thoughts would coincide, and they would 
find what to the one is, as it professes, a horror, and to 
the other a folly, is one and the same thing. Bor to 
the one, absolute Being is in its pure thought, or is 
immediately for pure consciousness — ^is outside finite 
consciousness, is the negative beyond of fimte mind. If 
it would reflect that m part that simple immediacy 
of thought IS nothmg else than pure being, that in part, 
again, what is negative for consciousness is at the same 
time related to consciousness — ^that m the negative 
judgment the copula “is” connects as well as separates 
the two factors — it would come to see that this beyond, 
having the character of an external existence, stands 
in a relation to consciousness, and that in so doing it 
means the same as what is called pure matter. The 
missing moment of presence would then be secured. 

The other enlightenment starts from sense-existence; 
it then abstracts from the sensuous relation of tasting, 
seeing, etc., and turns sense- existence into purely 
inherent being (Anszck), absolute matter, something 
neither felt nor tasted. This being has in this way 
become the inner reahty of pure consciousness, the 
ultimately simple without predicates; it is the pure 
notion, gfua notion whose bemg is imphcit, or it is pure 
thought within itself. This msight m its conscious 
activity does not go through the reverse process of 
passing from being, which is purely being, to an 
opposite in thought, which is the same as mere being, 
or does not go from the pure positive to the opposite 
pure negative; although after all the positive is really 

pp 
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pure Simply and solely through negation, while the 
negative qua pure is self -identical and one within itself, 
and precisely on that account positive. 

Or again, these two have not come to the notion 
found in Descartes’ metaphysics that being and thought 
are inherently the same; they have not arrived at the 
thought that being, pure being, is not a concrete actual 
reahty, but pure abstraction, and conversely that pure 
thought, seH-identity or mner essence, is partly the 
negative of self-consciousness, and consequently is 
being, and partly, qua immediate simple entity, is like- 
wise nothing else than being. Thought is thmghood, 
or thmghood is thought. 

The real essence is here divided asunder in such a way 
that, to begm with, it appertams to two specifically 
distmot modes of thinking. In part, the real must hold 
distinction m itself ; in part, just by so doing, both ways 
of considermg it merge into one; for then the abstract 
moments, of pure bemg and the negative, by which 
their distmction is expressed, are united in the object 
with which these modes of treatment deal. 

The universal common to both is the abstraction 
of pure self -thinking, of pure quivering withm the self. 
This simple motion of rotating on its own axis is bound 
to resolve itself into separate moments, because it is 
itself only motion by distinguishmg its own moments. 
This distmguishmg of the moments leaves the unmoved 
[unity] behmd as the empty shell of pure being, that 
IS no longer actual thought, has no more life withm it; 
for qua distinction this process is all the content. The 
process, which thus puts itself outside that unity there- 
by constitutes, however, the shifting change — a change 
that does not return mto itself — of the moments of 
being-in-itself, of bemg-for-another, and of being-for- 
selE : it IS actual reahty in the way this is object for the 
concrete consciousness of pure insight — ^viz. Utility. 

Bad as utility may look to behef or sentimentality, or 
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even to the abstraction that calls itself speculation, and 
deals with the inherent nature in fixed isolation ; yet it 
is that in which pure insight finds its realization and 
IS itself the object for itself, an object which insight 
now no longer repudiates, and which, too, it does not 
consider as the void or the pure beyond. For pure in- 
sight, as we saw, is the hvmg notion itself, the self-same 
pure personality, distmguishing itself within itself in 
such a way that each of the distinguished elements is 
itself pure notion, i.e. is eo ipso not distmct; it is simple 
undifferentiated pure self-consciousness, which is for 
itself as well as in itself within an immediate unity. 
Its inherent being {Ansichsein) is therefore not fixed 
and permanent, but at once ceases, in its distinction, 
to be something distinctive A being of that kind, 
however, which is immediately without support and 
cannot stand of itseK, has no being m itself, no inherent 
existence, it is essentially for something else, which is 
the power that consumes and absorbs it. But this 
second moment, opposed to that first one, disappears 
just as immediately as the first; or, rather, qua being 
merely for some other, it is the very process of disap- 
pearing, and there is thus ajBSrmed being that has 
turned back mto itself, bemg for itself. This simple 
being-for-self, however, qua self-identity, is rather an 
objective being, or is thereby for an other. 

This nature of pure insight in thus unfolding and 
making explicit its moments, in other words insight 
qua object, finds expression in the useful, the profitable. 
What IS useful is a thing, somethmg that subsists in 
itself ; this being m itself is at the same time only a pure 
moment: it is in consequence absolutely for something 
else, but is equally for an other merely as it is in itself: 
these opposite moments have returned into the indi- 
visible unity of being-for-self. While, however, the use- 
ful doubtless expresses the notion of pure msight, it is 
all the same not msight as such, but insight as conscious 
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presentation, or as object for insight It is merely the 
restless shifting change of those moments, of which 
one IS indeed Bemg-retnrned-into-itself, but merely as 
bemg-for-itself, i.e. as abstract moment, appearing on 
one side over against the others. The useful itself does 
not consist m the negative fact of having these moments 
in their opposition at the same time undivided in one 
and the same respect, of having them as a form of 
thought 'per se in the way they are qua pure msight. 
The moment of being-for-seh is doubtless a phase of 
usefulness, but not in the sense that it swamps the other 
moments, heing-per-se and being-for-another; if so, it 
would be the whole self In the useful, pure insight thus 
possesses as its object its own pecuhar notion m the pure 
moments constituting its nature; it is the consciousness 
of this metaphysical prmciple, but not yet its conceptual 
comprehension, it has not yet itself reached the unity 
of bemg and notion. Because the useful stdl appears 
before insight in the form of an object, insight has a 
world, not mdeed any longer a world aU by itself and 
self-contamed, but stiU a world all the same, which it 
distmgmshes from itself. Only, smce the opposites have 
appeared at the supreme point of the notion, the next 
step will be for them to coUide and collapse together 
and for enlightenment to experience the fruits of its 
deeds. 

When we looked at the object reached in relation to 
this entire sphere of spiritual hfe, we found the actual 
world of culture summed up in the vanity of self- 
consciousness — independent self-existence, whose 
content is drawn from the confusion characteristic 
of culture, and which is still the mdividual notion, 
not yet the self-conscious (fur sich) universal notion. 
Ketumed mto itself, however, that (individual) notion 
is pure msight — ^pure consciousness qua pure seK or 
negativity, just as belief, too, is pure consciousness, qua 
pure thought or positmty. Belief finds in that self the 
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moment that makes it complete; — but, penshmg 
through being thus completed, it is in pure insight that 
we now see both moments as absolute Being, which is 
purely thought-constituted or is a negative entity, and 
as matter, which is the positive entity. 

This completion stiU lacks that actual reality of 
self-consciousness, which belongs to the vain and empty 
type of consciousness — ^the world out of which thought 
raised itself up to itself. What is thus wantmg is 
reached in the fact of utility so far as pure msight 
secures positive objectivity there : pure insight is thereby 
a concrete actual consciousness satisfied withm itseK. 
This objectivity now constitutes its world, and is 
become the final and true outcome of the entire pre- 
vious world, ideal as well as real. The first world of 
spirit is the expanded realm of spirit’s self-dispersmg 
existence and of certamty of self m separate mdividual 
shapes and forms: just as nature disperses its life in an 
endless multiplicity of forms and shapes, without the 
generic prmciple of all the forms bemg present therein. 
The second world contams the generic prmciple, and 
is the realm of the ultimate mherent nature {Ansich- 
seyns) or the essential truth, over against that indi- 
vidual certamty. The third world, however, that of 
the useful, is the truth which is certainty of self as well. 
The realm of the truth of belief lacks the prmciple of 
concrete actuality, or of certainty of self in the sense of 
this individual self. But, again, concrete actuality, or 
certamty of self qua this individual, lacks the ultimate 
inherent nature {Ansich). In the object of pure msight 
both worlds are umted. The useful is the object so far 
as self-consciousness sees through it, and mdividual 
certamty of seK finds its enjoyment (its self -existence) 
in it; seK-consciousness sees mto it in this manner, and 
this msight contains the true essence of the object 
(which consists m bemg somethmg seen through, in 
other words, in bemg for an other). This msight is thus 
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itself true knowledge; and seK-oonsciousness directly 
finds m this attitude universal certainty of itself as 
well, has its pure consciousness in this attitude, in 
which truth as well as immediateness and actuality are 
united. Both worlds are reconciled and heaven is 
transplanted to the earth below. 



Ill 


ABSOLUTE FREEDOM AND TERRORS 

Consciousness has found its notion in the principle 
of utdity. But that notion is partly an ob]ect stdl, 
partly, for that very reason, still a purpose, of which 
consciousness does not yet find itself to he immediately 
possessed. Utility is still a predicate of the object, not 
a subject, not its immediate and sole actuality. It is 
the same thing that appeared before when we found 
that self-existence (being-for-self) had not yet shown 
itself to be the substance of the remaming moments, 
a process by which the useful would be directly nothing 
else than the self of consciousness and this latter 
thereby in its possession. 

This revocation of the form of objectivity which 
characterizes the useful has, however, already taken 
effect implicitly, and as the outcome of this immanent 
internal revolution there comes to hght the actual 
revolution of concrete actuality, the new mode of 
conscious life — ^absolute freedom. 

This is so because m point of fact there is here no more 
than an empty semblance of objectivity separating 
self-consciousness from actual possession. For, in part, 
aU the vahdity and permanence of the various specific 
members of the organization of the world of actuality 
and behef have as a whole returned into this simple 
determmation, as into their ground and their indwell- 
ing spirit: in part, however, this organized world has 
nothing peculiarly its own left for itself, it is instead 
pure metaphysic, pure notion or knowledge of self- 
consciousness. That IS to say, from the whole and 
complete being of the useful qtia object consciousness 
recogmzes that its inherent nature, its being-in-itself, is 
essentially a bemg for another; mere being-m-itself, 

1 Refers primarily to the rigime nader the French revolutionaries 
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Since it IS self-less, is ultimately and in truth a passive 
entity, or something that is for another self. The object, 
however, is present to consciousness in this abstract 
form of purely inherent being, of pure bemg-in-itself , 
for consciousness is the activity of pure insight, the 
separate moments of which take the pure form of 
notions. 

Self -existence, bemg-for-seh, however, into which 
being for another returns, in other words the self, is 
not a self of what is called object, a self all its own and 
different from the ego: for consciousness qua pure 
insight is not an individual self, over against which the 
object, in the sense of having a self all its own, could 
stand, but the pure notion, the gazing of the self into 
self, the literal and absolute seeing itself doubled. The 
certainty of itself is the universal subject, and its 
notion Imowing itself is the essential being of all reality. 
If the useful was merely the shifting change of the mo- 
ments, without returning into its own proper unity, 
and was still hence an object for knowledge to deal 
with, then ceases to be this now. For kn owing is 
itself the process and movement of those abstract 
moments; it is the universal self, the self of itself as 
well as of the object, and, being universal, is the unity 
of this process, a unity that returns into itself. 

This brings on the scene spirit in the form of absolute 
freedom. It is the mode of seK-consciousness which 
clearly comprehends that m its certainty of self lies the 
essence of aU the component spiritual spheres of the 
concrete sensible as well as of the supersensible world, 
or, conversely, that essential being and concrete actu- 
ality consist in the loiowledge consciousness has of 
itself. 

It is conscious of its pure personahty and with that 
of all spiritual reality; and all reahty is solely spiritu- 
ality, the world is for it absolutely its own will, and 
this will is universal will. And further, this will is not 
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the empty thought of will, which is constituted by 
giving a silent assent, or an assent through a representa- 
tive, a mere symbol of willing , it is concretely embodied 
universal wdl, the vnU of all mdmduals as such. For 
wiU is in itself the consciousness of personality, of every 
single one; and it has to be as this true concrete actual 
wdl, as self-conscious essential bemg of each and every 
personality, so that each smgle and undivided does 
everything, and what appears as done by the whole 
is at once and consciously the deed of every single 
individual. 

This undivided substance of absolute freedom puts 
itseK on the throne of the world, without any power 
being able to offer effectual resistance. For smce in 
very truth consciousness is alone the element which 
furnishes spiritual bemgs or powers with their sub- 
stance, their entire system, which is organized and 
maintained through division into separate spheres and 
distinct wholes, has collapsed into a single whole, when 
once the individual consciousness conceives the object 
as having no other nature than that of self-conscious- 
ness itself, or conceives it to be absolutely the notion. 
What made the notion an existential object was the 
distmgmshmg it into separate and separately subsist- 
ing spheres; when, however, the object becomes a 
notion there is nothmg fixedly subsisting left in it; 
negativity has pervaded all its moments. It exists in 
such a way that each mdmdual consciousness rises 
out of the sphere assigned to it, finds no longer its 
inmost nature and function in this isolated area, but 
grasps itself as the notion of will, grasps all the various 
spheres as the essential expression of this wiU, and is 
in consequence only able to realize itself in a work 
which is a work of the whole. In this absolute freedom 
all social ranks or classes, which are the component 
spiritual factors into which the whole is differentiated, 
are effaced and annulled; the mdividual consciousness 
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that belonged to any such group and exercised its will 
and found its fulfilment there, has removed the barriers 
confining it; its purpose is the universal purpose, its 
language universal law, its work universal achievement. 

The object and the element distinguished have heie 
lost the meanmg of utility, which was a predicate of 
all real being; consciousness does not commence its 
process with the object as a sort of alien element after 
dealing with which it then and only then returns into 
itself; the object is for it consciousness itself. The oppo- 
sition thus consists solely in the distinction of individual 
and universal consciousness. But the individual itself 
IS directly on its own view that which had merely the 
semblance of opposition; it is universal consciousness 
and will. The remote beyond that lies remote from this 
its actual reahty, hovers over the corpse of the vanished 
independence of what is real or beheved to be, and 
hovers there merely as an exhalation of stale gas, of 
the empty Ure supreme. 

By doing away with the various distinct spiritual 
spheres, and the restricted and confined hfe of indi- 
viduals, as well as both its worlds, there thus remains 
merely the process of the universal self-consciousness 
■within itself — a process which consists in a reciprocal 
interaction between its universal form and personal 
consciousness. The universal ■will goes into itself, is 
subjectivized, and becomes individual will, to which 
the universal law and umversal work stand opposed. 
But this individual consciousness is equally and im- 
mediately conscious of itself as universal will; it is 
fully aware that its object is a law given by that ■will, 
a work performed by that ■wiU; in exercising and 
carrying out its acti-vity, m creating objectivity, it is 
thus doing nothing individual, but executmg laws and 
functions of the state. 

This process is consequently the interaction of con- 
sciousness •with itself, m which it lets nothing break 
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away and assume the shape of a detached object 
standing over agamst it. It follows from this, that it 
cannot arrive at a positive accomplishment of anything, 
either in the way of universal works of language or of 
those of actual reality, either in the shape of laws and 
universal regulations of conscious freedom, or of deeds 
and works of active freedom. 

The accomplished result at which this freedom, that 
gives itself consciousness, might manage to arrive, 
would consist in the fact that such freedom qua uni- 
versal substance made itself into an object and an 
abiding existence. This objective otherness would there 
be the differentiation which enabled it to divide itself 
into stable spiritual spheres and mto the members of 
distinct powers. These spheres would partly be the 
thought-constituted factors of a power that is differ- 
entiated into legislative, judicial and executive; but 
partly they would be the substantial elements we found 
in the real world of spiritual culture; and, since the 
content of universal action would be more closely taken 
note of, they would be the particular spheres of 
labour, which are further distingmshed as more specific 
“estates” or social ranks. Universal freedom, which 
would have differentiated itself in this ma n ner into its 
various parts, and by the very fact of doing so would 
have made itself an existing substance, would thereby 
be free from particular individualities, and could 
apportion the plurality of individuals to its several 
organic parts. 

The activity and bemg of personality would, however, 
find itself by this process confined to a branch of the 
whole, to one kmd of action and existence; when placed 
in the element of existence, personality would bear the 
meaning of a determinate personality; it would cease 
to be in reality universal self-consciousness. Neither 
by the idea of submission to self-imposed laws, which 
would assign to it only a part of the whole work, nor 
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by its being represented when legislation and universal 
action take place, does self-consciousness here let itself 
be cheated out of the actual reality — the fact that 
ttself lays down the law and itself accomphshes a 
universal and not a particular task. For in the case 
where the self is merely represented and ideally pre- 
sented {vorgestelU), there it is not actual: where it is 
by proxy, it ts not.*- 

Just as the individual self-consciousness does not find 
itself in this universal work of absolute freedom qua 
existing substance, as little does it find itself in the deeds 
proper, and specific mdmdual acts of will, performed by 
this substance. For the universal to pass into a deed, it 
must gather itself mto the smgle unity of individuality, 
and put an mdividual consciousness in the forefront; for 
universal will is an actual concrete will only m a self 
that is single and one. Thereby, however, all other 
individuals are excluded from the entirety of this deed, 
and have only a restricted share m it, so that the deed 
would not be a deed of real universal self-consciousness. 

Universal freedom can thus produce neither a posi- 
tive achievement nor a deed; there is left for it only 
negative action; it is merely the rage and fury of 
destruction. 

But the highest reahty of all and the reality most of 
all opposed to absolute freedom, or rather the sole 
object it is yet to become aware of, is the freedom and 
singleness of actual self-consciousness itself. For that 
universality which does not let itself attam the reality 
of organic articulation, and whose purpose is to main- 
tain itself in unbroken continuity, distinguishes itself 
within itself aU the while, because it is process or con- 
sciousness in general. Moreover, on account of its own 
peculiar abstraction, it divides itself into extremes 
equally abstract, into the cold unbending bare univer- 
sality, and the hard discrete absolute rigidity and 

^ The essential principle of anarchy. 



ABSOLUTE FREEDOM AND TERROR 606 

stubborn atomic singleness of actual self-consciousness. 
Now that it IS done with destroying the organization of 
the actual world, and subsists in isolated singleness, 
this is its sole object, an object that has no other content 
left, no other possession, existence and external exten- 
sion, but IS merely this knowledge of itself as absolutely 
pure and free individual self. The point at which this 
object can be laid hold of is solely its abstract existence 
in general. 

The relation, then, of these two, since they exist for 
themselves mdivisibly and absolutely and thus cannot 
arrange for a common part to act as a means for con- 
nectmg them, is pure negation entirely devoid of media- 
tion, the negation, moreover, of the individual as a 
factor existing within the universal. The sole and only 
work and deed accomplished by universal freedom is 
therefore death — a death that achieves nothing, em- 
braces nothing within its grasp; for what is negated is 
the unachieved, unfulfilled punctual entity of the 
absolutely free self. It is thus the most cold-blooded 
and meamngless death of all, with no more significance 
than cleavmg a head of cabbage or swalloMung a 
draught of water. 

In this single expressionless syllable consists the 
wisdom of the government, the mtelligence of the 
universal will; this is how it fulfils itself. The govern- 
ment is itself nothmg but the self -established focus, the 
individual embodiment of the universal wiU. Govern- 
ment, a power to wiU and perform proceedmg from a 
single focus, wfils and performs at the same time a 
determinate order and action. In doing so it, on the 
one hand, excludes other individuals from a share in 
its deed, and, on the other, thereby constitutes itself a 
form of government which is a specifically determinate 
wiU and eo ipso opposed to the universal will. By no 
manner of means, therefore, can it exhibit itself as 
anything but a faction. The victorious faction only is 
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called the government; and jnst in that it is a faction 
lies the direct necessity of its overthrow; and its being 
government makes it, conversely, into a faction and 
hence guilty. When the universal will fastens on this 
concrete action of the government and treats this as 
the crime which the government has committed against 
the universal will, then the government on its side has 
nothing tangible and external left whereby to establish 
and show the guilt of the will opposing itseh to it ; for 
what thus stands opposed to it as concrete actual um- 
versal will is merely unreal pure will, mere intention. 
Being suspected, therefore, takes the place, or has the 
significance and effect, of bemg guilty; and the external 
reaction against this reality that hes in bare inward 
mtention, consists in the and barren destruction of 
this particular existent self, in whose case there is 
nothing else to take away but its mere existence. 

In this its characteristically peculiar performance, 
absolute freedom becomes objective to itself, and self- 
consciousness finds out what this freedom is. In itself 
it is just this abstract self-consciousness, which destroys 
aU distinction and all subsistence of distinction within 
itself. It is object to itself in this shape; the terror of 
death is the direct apprehension {Anschauung) of this 
its negative nature. This its reality, however, absolute 
free self-consciousness finds quite different from what 
its own notion of itself was, viz. that the universal will 
is merely the positive substance of personality, and 
that this latter knows itself in it only positively, knows 
itself preserved there. Rather for this self-consciousness, 
which qua pure insight completely separates its positive 
and negative nature — separates the unpredicated Ab- 
solute qva pure thought and qua pure matter — the 
absolute transition of the one into the other is found 
here present in its reality. The universal will, qua 
absolutely positive concrete self-consciousness — ^because 
it IS this self-conscious actuality raised to the level of 
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pur© thought or abstract matter — turns round into the 
negative entity, and shows itself at the same time to 
be what cancels and does away with self-thmkmg or 
self-consciousness. 

Absolute freedom qua pure seK-identity of universal 
will thus carries with it negation; but in doing so 
contams distmction in general, and develops this again 
as concrete actual difference. For pure negativity finds 
in the self-identical universal will the element of sub- 
sistence, or the substance m which its moments get 
their reahzation; it has the matter which it can con- 
vert mto the specific nature of its own being; and in 
so far as this substance has manifested itself to be the 
negative element for the individual consciousness, the 
organization of the spiritual spheres or “masses” of the 
substance, to which the plurality of conscious indi- 
viduals IS assigned, thus takes shape and form once 
more. These individuals, who felt the fear of death, 
their absolute lord and master, submit to negation and 
distmction once more, arrange themselves under the 
“spheres”, and return to a restricted and apportioned 
task, but thereby to their substantial reality. 

Out of this tumult spirit would be hurled back upon 
its startmg-point, the ethical world and the real world 
of spiritual culture, which would thus have been 
merely refreshed and rejuvenated by the fear of the 
lord, that has again entered men’s hearts. Spirit would 
have anew to traverse and continually repeat this 
cycle of necessity, if only complete interpenetration of 
self-consciousness and the substance were the final 
result: an interpenetration m which self-consciousness, 
which has experienced the force of its universal nature 
operatmg negatively upon it, would try to know and 
fiind itself not as this particular seK-consciousness but 
only as universal, and hence, too, would be able to 
endure the objective reality of universal spirit, a reahty, 
excluding self-consciousness qua particular. 
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But this IS not the form the final result assumed Bor 
in absolute freedom there was no reciprocal mteraction 
either between an external world and consciousness, 
which 18 absorbed in manifold existence or sets itself 
determmate purposes and ideas, or between conscious- 
ness and an external objectiTe world, be it a world of 
reahty or of thought. What that freedom contained was 
the world absolutely in the form of consciousness, as a 
universal will, and, along with that, seH-consciousness 
gathered out of all the dispersion and manifoldness of 
existence or aU the manifold ends and judgments of 
mind, and concentrated into the bare and simple self. 
The form of culture, which it attains in interaction with 
that essential nature, is, therefore, the grandest and 
the last, is that of seemg its pure and simple reality 
immediately disappear and pass away ,intq . empty 
nothingness.^ In the sphere of culture ifgelf it does 
not get the length of viewing its negation ot alienation 
in this form of pure abstraction; its negati€«,^is nega- 
tion with a filling and a content — either honour and 
wealth, which it gams in the place of the self that it 
has alienated from itself ; or the language of espnt and 
insight, which the distraught consciousness acquires; 
or, agam, the negation is the heaven of belief or the 
principle of utility belonging to the stage of enlighten- 
ment. All these determinate elements disappear with 
the disaster and ruin that overtake the self m the state 
of absolute freedom its negation is meaningless death, 
sheer horror of the negative which has nothing positive 
m it, nothing that gives a filling 

At the same time, however, this negation in its actual 
manifestation is not something ahen and external. It 
is neither that universal background of necessity m 
which the moral world is swamped, nor the particular 
accident of private possession, the whims and humours 

^ Kant’s “thing m itself” ? 

^ In the sense of abstract autonomy* 
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of the owner, on which the distraught consciousness 
finds itself dependent; it is universal will, which in this 
its last abstraction has nothing positive, and hence can 
give nothing in return for the sacrifice. But just on 
that account this wiU is in unmediated oneness with 
self-consciousness, it is the pure positive because it is 
the pure negative, and that meaningless death, the 
unfilled, vacuous negativity of self, in its inner con- 
stitutive principle, turns round mto absolute positivity. 
Bor consciousness, the immediate unity of itseK with 
universal will, its demand to know itself as this par- 
ticular determinate centre in the universal wiU, is 
changed and converted into the absolutely opposite 
experience. What it loses there, is abstract being, the 
immediate existence of that msubstantial centre, and 
this vanished immediacy is the universal will as such 
which it now knows itself to be, so far as it is superseded 
and cancelled immediacy, so far as it is pure knowledge 
or pure will. By this means it Imows that wiU to be 
itself, and knows itself to be essential reality; but not 
as the immediate essence, not will as revolutionary 
government or anarchy strugglmg to establish an anar- 
chical constitution, nor itself as a centre of this faction 
or the opposite; the universal will is its pure knowing 
and willing, and it is universal wiU qua this pure know- 
ledge and volition. It does not lose itself there, for pure 
knowledge and volition is it far more than that atomic 
pomt of consciousness. It is thus the interaction of pure 
knowledge with itself; pure knowledge qua essential 
reality is universal wiU, while this essence is simply 
and solely pure knowledge. Self-consciousness is thus 
pure knowledge of essential reality m the sense of pure 
knowledge. Furthermore, qua smgle self it is merely 
the form of the subject or concrete real action, a form 
which by it is known as form. In the same way objec- 
tive reahty, “being”, is for it absolutely self-less form; 
for that objective reality would be what is not known; 

QQ 
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this knowledge, however, Icnows knowledge to be the 
essential fact. 

Absolute freedom has thus squared and balanced the 
self-opposition of universal and single will. The self- 
alienated type of mind, driven to the acme of its oppo- 
sition, where pure vohtion and the purely vohtional 
agent are still kept distmct, reduces that opposition 
to a transparent form, and therein finds itself. 

Just as the realm of the real and actual world passes 
over into that of belief and insight, absolute freedom 
leaves its self-destructive sphere of reality, and passes 
over into another land of self-conscious spirit, where m 
this unreality freedom is taken to be and is accepted as 
the truth. In the thought of this truth spirit refreshes 
and revives itseK (so far as spirit is thought and remains 
so), and knows this being which self-consciousness in- 
volves [viz. thought] to be the complete and entire 
essence of everything. The new form and mode of 
experience that now arises is that of the Moral Life of 
Spirit. 



c 


SPIRIT IN THE CONDITION OF BEING CERTAIN OF ITSELF 

MORALITY 


The following section deals with the final and highest stage in the life 
of finite spiritual experience as realized m the concrete form of a historical 
society Here the substance of the social order is the real content of the 
s^^-jconscious individual that substance has become subjectified, we 
have therefore a seH-contamed spiritual subject The discordance m-| 
volved in the sphere of culture and enlightenment is overcome by the } 
self knowmg and realizmg itself as a completely universal self determin- 1 
ing free will, its world within itself, and its seH its own world Each 
reflects the whole (the totality of social life) in itself so perfectly that 
what it does is transparently the domg of the whole as much as its own 
domg Such a sphere of spiritual existence is Morality, the all-suflficient 
spiritual order of the finite spirit as an mdividual The meamng assigned 
to “morahty” here is that expressed by Kant when he says that morahty 
IS “the 1 elation of actions to the autonomy of the will, i e to possible 
umversal legislation through maxims of the will” In other words, all the 
universality constitutmg the interrelations of fimte spirits m a society 
is epitormzed m the soul of the actmg mdividual, who can thus qmte 
legitimately look upon itself as the self-regulatmg source of all universal 
conditions of action 

It is mevitable that such a concrete mode of experience should have 
various aspects and should pass through various stages m the process of 
fully realizmg its nature The mdividual may lay exclusive stress on the 
self-completeness which he possesses through bemg the source and origm 
of his own laws His self -legislative function, just because it carries with 
it the sense of umversahty, may appear so supremely important that all 
the actual detail of his life comes to be treated as external, mdifierent, and 
contmgent. This detail no doubt is essential to give body and substance 
to his spiritual mdividuahty, but the universality of his wfll so far tran- 
scends each and every detail of content as to seem by itself the sole and 
all-sufiicient reality of his bemg The content of his life only enters mto 
consideration as an element to be regulated and made to conform to the 
umversal the relation so constituted between content and universal is 
found m the consciousness of Duty Smce the content is thus subor- 
dmate, though absolutely essential to give even meamng to the idea and 
the “fulfilment” of duty, and smce the imiversal is the supremely im- 
portant fact, not merely is duty to be fulfilled for duty’s sake, but the 
duty m question is pure duty The “good wfll” is the purely umversal 
wfll, and is the only wfll m the world from this point of view 

In the first section (a) Hegel analyses this phase of the moral life 
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The historical material the writer has in mind is a moral attitude 
which came into proimnence at the time of the Romantic movement 
towards the end of the eighteenth and the beginnmg of the nmeteenth 
centuries It found its philosophical expression in the moral theories of 
Kant and Fichte , and Lessmg may be taken as a typical representative in 
literature of the same attitude 



SELF-ASSURED SPIRIT MORALITY 


The ethical order of the community found its destmy 
consummated and its truth reahzed m the spirit that 
merely passed away within it — ^the individual self. This 
legal person, however, has its substance and its fulfil- 
ment outside the ethical order. The process of the 
world of culture and belief does away with this abstrac- 
tion of a mere person; and by the completion of the 
process of estrangement, by reaching the extremity of 
abstraction, the self of spirit finds the substance 
become first the universal wiH, and finally its own 
possession. Here, then, knowledge seems at last to have 
become entirely adequate to the truth at which it aims; 
for its truth is this knowledge itself. All opposition 
between the two sides has vanished, and that, too, not 
for ns (who are tracing the process), not merely ^m- 
'plicitly, but actually for self-consciousness itself. That 
IS to say, self-consciousness has itself got the mastery 
over the opposition which consciousness involves. This 
latter rests on the opposition between certamty of self 
and the object. Now, however, the object for it is the 
certainty of self, knowledge; just as the certamty of 
itseM as such has no longer ends of its own, is no longer 
conditioned and determmate, but is pure knowledge. 

Self-consciousness thus now takes its knowledge to 
be the substance itself. This substance is, for it, at 
once immediate and absolutely mediated in one indi- 
visible unity. It IS immediate — ^just hke the “ethical” 
consciousness, it knows and itseK does its duty, and is 
bound to its duty as to its own nature: but it is not 
character, as that ethical consciousness was, which m 
virtue of its immediacy is a determinate type of spirit, 
belongs merely to one of the essential features of 
ethical life, and has the characteristic of not being 
conscious explicit knowledge. It is, again, absolute 
mediation, hke the consciousness developing itself 
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through culture and hke belief, for it is essentially the 
movement of the self to transcend the abstract form 
of immediate existence, and become consciously um- 
versal — ^and yet to do so neither by simply estranging 
and rending itself as well as reality, nor by fleeing from 
it. Rather, it is for itself directly and immediately 
present in its very substance; for this substance is its 
knowledge, it is the pure certainty of self become trans- 
parently visible. And just this very immediacy, which 
constitutes its own actual reahty, is the entire actuality; 
for the immediate is being, and qua pure immediacy, 
immediacy purified by thoroughgoing negativity, this 
immediacy is pure being, is being m general, is all being. 

Absolute essential Being is, therefore, not exhausted 
by the characteristic of being the simple essence of 
thought; it is all actuality, and this actuahty exists 
merely as knowledge. What consciousness did not know 
would have no sense and can be no power in its life. 
Into its self-conscious knowing will, all objectivity, the 
whole world, has withdrawn. It is absolutely free in 
that it knows its freedom; and just this very knowledge ' 
of its freedom is its substance, its purpose, its sole and | 
only content. 1 



a 

THE MORAL VIEW OF THE WORLD 

Self-oonsciousness knows and accepts duty as the 
Absolute. It IS bound by that alone, and this substance 
IS its own pure conscious life; duty cannot, for it, take 
on the form of something alien and external. When 
thus shut up and confined within itself, however, moral 
self-consciousness is not yet aflELrmed and looked at as 
consciousness}- The object is immediate knowledge, and 
hemg thus permeated purely by the self, is not object. 
But, seU-consciousness being essentially mediation and 
negativity, there is implied in its very conception 
relation to some otherness; and thus it is consc%ousness. 
This other, because duty constitutes the sole essential 
purpose and object of self-consciousness, is a reahty 
completely devoid of significance for self-consciousness. 
But again because this consciousness is so entirely 
confined within itself, it takes up towards this otherness 
a perfectly free and detached attitude ; and the existence 
of this other is, therefore, an existence completely set 
free from self-consciousness, and in like manner relating 
itself merely to itself. The freer self-consciousness 
becomes, the freer also is the negative object of its con- 
sciousness. The object is thus a complete world withm 
itself, with an mdividuahty of its own, an mdependent 
whole of laws peculiar to itself, as well as an independent 
procedure and an unfettered active realization of those 
laws. It IS a nature in general, a nature whose laws and 
also whose action belong to itself as a being which is 
not disturbed about the moral self-consciousness, just 
as the latter is not troubled about ir. 

Startmg with a specifio character of this sort, there 
is formed and estabhshed a moral outlook on the world 


^ 1 e there is not the opposition of an object to subject which conscious- 
ness requires 
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which consists in a process of relating the implicit 
aspect of morality {morahsches Ansichseyn) and the 
explicit aspect {morahsches Fiirsichseyn). This relation 
presupposes both thorough reciprocal indifference and 
specific independence as between nature and moral 
purposes and activity; and also, on the other side, 
a conscious sense of duty as the sole essential fact, 
and of nature as entirely devoid of independence and 
essential significance of its own. The moral view of the 
world, the moral attitude, consists m the development 
of the moments which are found present m this relation 
of such entirely antithetic and conflictmg presuppo- 
sitions. 

To begin with, then, the moral consciousness in 
general is presupposed. It takes duty to be the essen- 
tial reality; itself is actual and active, and in its 
actuahty and action fulfils duty. But this moral con- 
sciousness, at the same time, finds before it the assumed 
freedom of nature ; it learns by experience that nature 
is not concerned about giving consciousness a sense of 
the unity of its reality with that of nature, and hence 
discovers that nature may let it become happy, but 
perhaps also may not. The non-moral consciousness 
on the other hand finds, by chance perhaps, its realiza- 
tion where the moral consciousness sees merely an 
occasion for acting, but does not see itself obtaining 
through its action the happiness of performance and 
of the enjoyment of achievement. It therefore finds 
reason for bewafiing a situation where there is no corres- 
pondence between itself and existence, and lamenting 
the injustice which confines it to having its object 
merely in the form of pure duty, but refuses to let it see 
this object and itself actually realized. 

The moral consciousness cannot renounce happiness 
and drop this element out of its absolute purpose. 
The purpose, which is expressed as pure duty, essen- 
tially implies retention of mdividual self-consciousness 
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and maintenance of its claims. Individual conviction 
and knowledge thereof constituted a fundamental 
element in morahty This moment in the objectified 
purpose, in duty fulfilled, is the individual consciousness 
seeing itself as actually realized. In other words, this 
moment is that of enjoyment, which thus lies in the 
very principle of morality, not mdeed of morality 
immediately in the sense of a frame of mind, but m 
the principle of the actuahzahon of morality. Owing 
to this, however, enjoyment is also involved m morality, 
as a mood, for morahty seeks, not to remain a frame of 
mind as opposed to action, but to act or realize itself. 
Thus the purpose, expressed as a whole along with the 
consciousness of its elements or moments, is that duty 
fulfilled shall be both a purely moral act and a real- 
ized individuality, and that nature, the aspect of indi- 
viduality in contrast with abstract purpose, shall be 
one with this purpose. 

While experience must necessarily bring to light the 
disharmony between the two aspects, seemg that nature 
is detached and free, nevertheless duty is alone the 
essential fact and nature by contrast is devoid of self- 
hood. That purpose in its entirety, which the harmony 
of the two constitutes, contains within it actuality 
itself. It is, at the same time, the thought of actuality. 
The harmony of morality and nature, or — seemg that 
nature is taken account of merely so far as consciousness 
finds out nature’s unity with it — ^the harmony of 
morality and happiness, is thought of as necessarily 
existing; it is postulated. Tor to postulate or demand 
means that something is thought as being which is not 
yet actual — a necessity affectmg, not the conception 
qua conception, but existence. But necessity is at the 
same time essentially relation through the conception. 
The postulated existence thus is not something that 
concerns the imagination of some chance mdividual 
consciousness, but is implied in the very notion of 
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morality itself, whose true content is the unity of pure 
with individual consciousness. It falls to the individual 
consciousness to see that this unity is, for it, an actu- 
ality: — ^which means happiness as regards the content 
of the purpose, and existence in general as regards 
its form The existence thus demanded — ^the unity 
of both — ^is therefore not a wish, nor, looked at qua 
purpose, is it of such a kind as to be still uncertam 
of attainment; the purpose is rather a demand of 
reason, or an immediate eertamty and presupposition 
of reason. 

The first experience above referred to and this postu- 
late are not the only experience and postulate; a whole 
round of postulates comes to hght. For nature is not 
merely this completely free external mode m which, 
as a bare pure object, consciousness has to realize its 
purpose. Consciousness is per se essentially something 
for which this other detached reality exists, i.e. it is 
itself something contingent and natural. This nature, 
which is properly its own, is sensibility, which, taking 
the form of volition, in the shape of Impulses and Incli- 
nations, has by itself a determinate essential bemg of 
its own, i.e. has specific single purposes, and thus is 
opposed to pure wiU with its pure purpose. In contrast 
with this opposition, however, pure consciousness 
rather takes the relation of sensibihty to it, the absolute 
unity of sensibility with it, to be the essential fact. 
Both of these, pure thought and sensibihty, are essen- 
tially and mherently one consciousness, and pure 
thought IS just that for which and in which this pure 
umty exists; but for it qua consciousness the opposition 
between itself and its impulses holds. In this conflict 
between reason and sensibility, the essential thing for 
reason is that the conflict should be resolved, and that 
the unity of both should come out as a result; not the 
original unity which consisted in both the opposites 
being in one individual, but a unity which arises out 
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of the Icnown opposition of the two. So attained, such 
a unity is then actual morality; for in it is contained 
the opposition through which the self is a consciousness, 
or first becomes concrete and m actual fact seK, and at 
the same time universal. In other words, we find there 
expressed that process of mediation which, as we see, 
is essential to morahty. 

Since, of the two factors m opposition, sensibility is 
otherness out and out, is the negative, while, on the 
other hand, pure thought of duty is the ultimate 
essence which cannot possibly be surrendered m any 
respect, it seems as if the unity produced can be brought 
about only by doing away with sensibihty. But since 
sensibility is itself a moment of this process of pro- 
ducing the unity, is the moment of actuahty, we have, 
in the first instance, to be content to express the unity 
m this form — sensibility should be in conformity with 
morahty. 

This unity is likewise a postulated existence; it is not 
there as a fact; for what is there is consciousness, or 
the opposition of sensibility and pure consciousness. 
All the same, the umty is not a something per se like 
the first postulate, in which free external nature con- 
stitutes an aspect and the harmony of nature with 
moral consciousness in consequence falls outside the 
latter. Rather, nature is here that which hes withm 
consciousness ; and we have here to deal with morality 
(Morahtat) as such, with a harmony which is the active 
self’s very owm. Consciousness has, therefore, of itself 
to bring about this harmonious unity, and “to be always 
ma king progress m morahty”. The completion of this 
result, however, has to be pushed away into the remote 
infinite, because if it actually entered the life of con- 
sciousness as an actual fact, the moral consciousness 
would be done away with. Tor morahty is only moral 
consciousness qua negative force; sensibility has merely 
a negative significance for the consciousness of pure 
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duty, it IS something merely "'not m conformity with” 
duty. By attammg that harmony, however, morality 
qua consciousness, i.e. its actuality, passes away, just 
as in the moral consciousness or actuality its harmony 
vanishes. The completion is, therefore, not to be reached 
as an actual fact, it is to be thought of merely as an 
absolute task or problem, i.e. one which remams a 
problem pure and simple. Nevertheless, its content has 
to be thought as somethmg which unquestionably has 
to be, and must not remain a problem: whether we 
imagme the moral consciousness quite cancelled m the 
attamment of this goal, or not. Which of these exactly 
IS the case, can no longer be clearly distinguished m the 
dim distance of infinitude, to which the attainment of the 
end has to be postponed, just because we cannot decide 
the point. We shall be, strictly speakmg, bound to 
say that a definite idea on the matter ought to be 
of no interest and ought not to be sought for, because 
this leads to contradictions — ^the contradiction involved 
in an undertaking that at once ought to remain an 
underta kin g and yet ought to be carried out, and the 
contradiction involved in a morality which is to be no 
longer consciousness, i.e. no longer actual. By adopting 
the view, however, that morahty when completed 
would contain a contradiction, the sacredness of moral 
truth would be seriously affected, and the unconditional 
duty would appear somethmg unreal. 

The first postulate was the harmony of morality and 
ob]ective nature — the final purpose of the world: the 
other was the harmony of morality and will m its sen- 
suous form, in the form of impulse, etc. — ^the final 
purpose of self-consciousness as such. The former is 
the harmony m the form of implicit immanent exist- 
ence; the latter, the harmony in the form of explicit 
self-existence. That, however, which connects these 
two extreme final purposes which are thought, and 
operates as their mediating ground, is the process of 
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concrete action itself. They are harmonies whose 
moments have not yet become definitely objective m 
their abstract distmctiveness from each other: this 
takes place in concrete actuality, in which the aspects 
appear in consciousness proper, each as the other of 
the other. The postulates arising by this means con- 
tam harmonies which are now both immanent and 
self-exastent, whereas formerly they were postulated 
merely separately, the one bemg the immanent har- 
mony, the other self-eidstent. 

The moral consciousness, qua simple knowledge and 
wilhng of pure duty, is brought, by the process of 
acting, into relation with an object opposed to that 
abstract simplicity, into relation with the manifold 
actuality which various cases present, and thereby 
assumes a moral attitude varied and manifold m 
character Hence arise, on the side of content, the 
plurahty of laws generally, and, on the side of form, 
the contradictory powers of intelligent knowing con- 
sciousness and of a being devoid of consciousness. 

To begm with, as regards the plurality of duties, it is 
merely the aspect of pure or bare duty in them which 
the moral consciousness in general recognizes as having 
validity; the many duties qua many are determinate 
and, therefore, are not, as such, an3dhing sacred for 
the moral consciousness. At the same time, however, 
being necessary, m virtue of the notion of action which 
implicates a manifold actuality, and hence manifold 
types of moral attitude, those many duties must be 
looked on as having a substantial existence and value. 
!Furthermore, since they can only exist in a moral 
consciousness, they exist at the same time in another 
consciousness than that for which only pure duty qua 
pure duty is sacred and substantial. 

It is tWs postulated that there is another conscious- 
ness which renders them sacred, or which knows them 
as duties and wills them so. The first maintams pure 
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duty indifferent towards all specific content, and duty 
consists merely in lieing thus indifferent towards it. 
The other, however, contains the equally essential re- 
lation to the process of action, and the necessity, there- 
fore, of determinate content; since duties for this 
other mean determinate duties, the content is thus, for 
it, just as essential as the form in virtue of which 
the content is a duty at all. This consciousness is, 
consequently, such that m it the universal and the 
particular are, through and through, one; its essential 
prmciple is thus the same as that of the harmony of 
morality and happmess. For this opposition between 
morality and happiness expresses in hke manner the 
separation of the self -identical moral consciousness from 
that actuality which, qua manifold existence, opposes 
and conflicts with the simple nature of duty. While, 
however, the first postulate expresses merely the 
objective existential harmony between morahty and 
nature, because nature is therein the negative of self- 
consciousness, IS the moment of existence, this inherent 
harmony, on the other hand, is now affirmed essentially 
as a type of consciousness. For existence now appears 
as the content of duty, as that m the determinate duty 
which gives it specific determinateness. The immanent 
harmony is thus the unity of elements which, qua 
simple ultimate elements, are essentially thought- 
created, and hence cannot exist except m a conscious- 
ness. This latter becomes now a master and ruler of the 
world, who brings about the harmony of morality and 
happmess, and at the same time sanctifies duties m 
their multiplicity. To sanctify these duties means this 
much, that the consciousness of pure duty cannot 
straightway and directly accept the determmate or 
specific duty as sacred; but because a specific duty, 
owing to the nature of concrete action which is some- 
thing specific and definite, is hkewise necessary, its 
necessity falls outside that consciousness and holds 
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inside another consciousness, which thus mediates or 
connects determinate and pure duty, and is the reason 
why that specific duty also has vahdity. 

In the concrete act, however, consciousness proceeds 
to work as this particular self, as completely mdividual: 
it directs its activity on actual reality as such, and takes 
this as its purpose, for it wants to perform somethuig 
definite. “Duty in general” thus falls outside it and 
within another being, which is a consciousness and 
the sacred lawgiver of pure duty. The consciousness 
which acts, just because it acts, accepts the other con- 
sciousness, that of pure duty, and admits its vahdity 
immediately; this pure duty is thus a content of another 
consciousness, and is only mdirectly or m a mediate 
way sacred for the active consciousness, viz. m virtue 
of this other consciousness. 

Because it is estabhshed m this manner that the 
vahdity, the bmduigness, of duty as somethmg wholly 
and absolutely sacred, falls outside the actual conscious- 
ness, this latter thereby stands altogether on one side 
as the incomplete moral consciousness. Just as, in 
regard to its knowledge, it is aware of itself as that 
whose knowledge and conviction are incomplete and 
contmgent; in the same way, as regards its imlhng, it 
feels itseh to be that whose purposes are affected with 
sensibility. On account of its “unworthmess”, therefore, 
it cannot look on happiness as somethmg necessary, but 
as a somethmg contmgent, and can only expect happi- 
ness as the result of “grace”. 

But though its actuahty is incomplete, duty is still, so 
far as its pure wiU and knowledge are concerned, held 
to be the essential truth. In principle, therefore, so far 
as the notion is opposed to actual reahty, in other 
words, m thought, it is perfect. The absolute Bemg 
[God] IS, however, just tins ob3ect of thought, and is 
something postulated beyond the actual. It is there- 
fore the thought m which the morally imperfect 



624 PHENOMENOLOGY OF MIND 

knowledge and will are held to be perfect; and the 
Absolute, since it takes this imperfection to have full 
weight, distributes happiness according to “worthiness”, 
i.e. according to the “merit” ascribed to the imperfect 
consciousness. 

This completes the meaning of the moral attitude. 
Tor m the conception of moral self-consciousness the 
two aspects, pure duty and actual reality, are affirmed 
of a single unity, and thereby the one, like the other, 
IS put forward, not as something self-complete, but as a 
moment, or as cancelled and transcended. This becomes 
consciously explicit in the last phase of the moral 
attitude or point of view. Consciousness, we there saw, 
places pure duty in another form of bemg than its own 
consciousness, i.e it regards pure duty partly as some- 
thing ideally presented, partly as what does not by itself 
hold good — ^mdeed, the non-moral is rather what is 
held to be perfect. In the same way it affirms itself to 
be that whose actuahty, not bemg in conformity with 
duty, is transcended, and, qua transcended, or m the 
idea of the Absolute [God’s view], no longer contradicts 
morality. 

Tor the moral consciousness itself, however, its moral 
attitude does not mean that consciousness therein de- 
velops its own proper notion and makes this its object. 
It has no consciousness of this opposition either as 
regards the form or the content thereof; the elements 
composing this opposition it does not relate and com- 
pare with one another, but goes forward on its own 
course of development, without bemg the connectmg 
principle of those moments. Tor it is only aware of the 
essence pure and simple, i.e. the object so far as this is 
duty, so far as this is an abstract object of its pure 
consciousness — ^in other words, it is only aware of this 
object as pure knowledge or as itself. Its procedure is 
thus merely that of thinking, not conceiving, is by way 
of thoughts not notions. Consequently it does not yet 



THE MORAL VIEW OE THE WORLD 626 

find the object of its actual consciousness transparently 
clear to itself, it is not the absolute notion, which 
alone grasps otherness as such, its absolute opposite, 
as its very self. Its own reality, as well as all objective 
reahty, no doubt is held to be something unessential; 
but its freedom is that of pure thought, in opposition 
to which, therefore, nature has hkewise arisen as some- 
thing equally free. Because both are found m like 
manner within it — both the freedom which belongs to 
[external] bemg and the mclusion of this existence 
within consciousness — ^its object comes to be an existing 
object, which is at the same time merely a thought- 
product. In the last phase of its attitude or point of 
view, the content is essentially so affirmed that its 
being has the character of something presented, and 
this union of being and thinking is expressed as what 
in fact it IS, viz. — ^Imagming ( Vorstellen) 

When we look at the moral view of the world and 
see that this objective condition is nothmg else than 
the very prmciple or notion of moral self-consciousness 
which it makes objective to itseH, there arises through 
this consciousness concerning the form of its orjgm 
another mode of exhibiting this view of the world. 

The first stage, which forms the startmg-point, is the 
actual moral seh-consciousness, or is the fact that there 
is such a self-consciousness at all. For the notion estab- 
hshes moral seh-consciousness in the form that, for it, 
all reality in general has essential bemg only so far as 
such reahty is in conformity with duty; and that notion 
estabhshes this essential element as knowledge, i.e. in 
immediate unity with the actual self. This unity is thus 
itself actual, is a moral actual consciousness. The latter, 
now, qua consciousness, pictures its content to itself as 
an object, viz. as the final purpose of the world, as the 
harmony of morality viith all reahty. Since, however, it 
pictures this unity as object and is not yet the complete 
notion, which has mastery over the object as such, 

BB 
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this unity is taken to be something negative of self- 
conscionsness, i.e. the unity falls outside it, as some- 
thmg beyond its actual reality, but at the same time 
of such, a nature as to be also existent, though merely 
thought of. 

This self-consciousness, which, qua self-oonsciousness, 
is somethmg other than the object, thus finds itself left 
with the want of harmony between the consciousness of 
duty and actual reality, and indeed its own reality 
The proposition consequently now runs thus: “there is 
no morally complete actual self-consciousness”; and, 
since what is moral only is at all so far as it is complete, 
— ^for duty is the pure unadulterated ultimate element 
{Ansich), and morahty consists merely in conformity 
to this pure principle — ^the second proposition runs: 
“there is no actual existence which is moral”. 

Since, however, in the third place, it is a self, it is 
mherently the unity of duty and actual reahty. This 
unity thus becomes its ob3ect, as completed morality 
— ^but as something beyond its actual reahty, and yet 
a “beyond” which stJl ought to be real. 

In this final goal or aim of the synthetic umty of the 
two first propositions, the self-conscious actuahty, as 
well as duty, is only affirmed as a transcended or 
superseded moment. For neither of them is alone, 
neither is isolated; on the contrary, these factors, 
whose essential characteristic lies in being free from 
one another, are thus each in that umty no longer free 
from the other; each is transcended. Hence, as re- 
gards content, they become, as such, object, each of 
them holds good for the other; and, as regards form, 
they become object in suchwise that this reciprocal 
interchange is, at the same time, merely pictured — a 
mere idea. Or, agam, the actually non-moral, because 
it is, at the same time, pure thought and elevated 
above its own actual reahty, is in idea shll moral, and 
is taken to be entirely vahd. In this way the first propo- 
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sition, that there is a moral self-consciousness, is 
reinstated, but bound up with the second that there is 
none; that is to say, there is one, but merely in idea. 
In other words, there is indeed none, but it is all the 
same allowed by some other consciousness to pass for 
one. 
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DISSEMBLANCE 


The first stag© fails as it stands to do complete justice to the full mean- 
ing of morality Both elements in the spiritually complete mdividual are 
essential, and each has to be recogmzed The umversal must be objectified 
m nature (“external nature” and “sensibihty”), and nature must be 
subjectmzed m spirit Another condition or stag© of the moral con- 
sciousness, therefore, is found where the equahty of value of the elements 
of the moral consciousness is admitted, without these elements bemg 
completely fused mto a smgle and total attitude The umversal is 
reahzed m many ways and forms, and each is accepted m turn as the true 
moral reality The mmd passes from one to the other; when on© is 
accepted the other is set aside The moral consciousness tries, so to say, to 
hide from itself the endless diversity of its appearances, simply because it 
clings tenaciously to the idea that the inherent self -completeness of itself 
IS a umty per se which can only admit diversity on sufferance Formerly 
it eliminated all diversity by elnmnatmg the source of diversity — nature. 
Here it is forced to admit diversity, and yet cannot give up the claim to 
be an abstract smgle umty mdependent of difference Thus its condition 
here is a mixture of self-realization and self sophistication — a condition 
which Hegel characterizes as “Dissemblance”, and which borders upon 
and may pass mto “Hypocrisy” Hegel regards this attitude as the 
inevitable outcome of the precedmg. 



DISSEMBLANCE ^ 


In the moral attitude of experience we see, on one side, 
consciousness itself produce its object in a conscious 
way. We find that neither does it pick up the object 
as something external, nor does the object come before 
it in an unconscious manner. Rather, consciousness 
throughout proceeds on an explicit ground, and from 
this establishes the objective reality. It thus knows this 
objective reahty to be itself, for it is aware of itself as 
the active agent producmg this object. It seems, in 
consequence, to attain here its peace and satisfaction, 
for this can only be found where it does not need to go 
any more beyond its object, because this object no 
longer goes beyond it. On the other side, however, it 
really puts the object away outside itself, as something 
beyond itself. But this latter self-eontamed entity is 
at the same time put there as something that is not 
free from self-consciousness, but really there on behalf 
of and by means of it. 

The moral attitude is, therefore, in fact nothing else 
than the developed expression of this fundamental 
contradiction in its various aspects. It is — ^to use a 
Kantian phrase which is here most appropriate — 
“perfect nest” of thoughtless contradictions.® Con- 
sciousness, in developmg this situation, proceeds by 
fixing definitely one moment, passmg thence immedi- 
ately over to another and doing away with the first. 
But, as soon as it has now set up this second moment, 
it also “shifts” {verstelU) this again, and really makes 
the opposite the essential element. At the same time, 
it is conscious of its contradiction and of its shuffling, 

1 Verstellung* It is not possible to bring out exactly by an English word 
the verbal play involved in Hegel’s interpretation of the state of mind 
here discussed Hegel has, in the course of his analysis, used the mean- 
mg imphed m the general term to explam by contrast the 

specific nuance of the purely moral attitude conveyed by the term 
versiellen ^ An expression used by Kant of the “cosmological proof” 
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for it passes from one moment, immediately in its 
relation to this very moment, right over to tlie opposite. 
Because a moment has for it no reality at aU, it affirms 
that very moment as real: or, what comes to the same 
thing, in order to assert one moment as per se existent, 
it asserts the opposite as the per se existent. It thereby 
confesses that, as a matter of fact, it is m earnest about 
neither of them. The various moments of this vertigi- 
nous fraudulent process we must look at more closely. 

Let us, to begin with, agree to accept the assumption 
that there is an actual moral consciousness, because the 
assumption is made directly and not with reference to 
something preceding; and let us turn to the harmony of 
morality and nature — the first postulate. It is to be 
immanent, not explicitly for actual conscious hfe, not 
really present; the present is rather simply the contra- 
diction between the two. In the present, morality is 
taken to be something at hand, and actual reahty to be 
so situated or “placed” that it is not in harmony with 
morality. The concrete moral consciousness, however, 
is an active one ; that is precisely what constitutes the 
actuahty of its morahty. In the very process of acting, 
however, that “place” or semblance is immediately 
“displaced”, is dissembled, for action is nothing else 
than the actuahzation of the inner moral purpose, 
nothing but the production of an actuahty constituted 
and determined by the purpose; in other words, the 
production of the harmony of moral purpose and reality 
itself. At the same time the performance of the action 
is a conscious fact, it is the “presence” of this unity 
of reality and purpose; and because m the completed 
act consciousness realizes itself as a given individual 
consciousness, or sees existence returned mto itself 
— and in this consists the nature of enjoyment — ^there 
is, eo ipso, contained in the realization of moral purpose 
also that form of its realization which is called enjoy- 
ment and happiness. 
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Action thus, as a fact, fulfils directly what it was 
asserted could not take place at aU, fulfils what was to 
be merely a postulate, was to he merely “beyond”. 
Consciousness, therefore, expresses through its deed 
that it is not m earnest m makmg the postulate, since 
the meaning of actmg is really that it makes a present 
fact of what was not to be m the present. And, smce 
the harmony is postulated for the sake of the action — 
for what is to become actual through action must be 
implicit, otherwise the actuality would not be possible — • 
the connexion of action with the postulate is so con- 
stituted that, for the sake of the action, i.e. for the 
sake of the actual harmony of purpose and reality, this 
harmony is put forward as not actual, as far away, as 
“beyond”. 

In that action takes place, the want of adaptation 
between purpose and reality is thus not taken seriously 
at aU. Action itself, on the other hand, does seem to 
be taken seriously. But, as a matter of fact, the actual 
deed done is only the action of an individual conscious- 
ness, and so is itseH merely somethmg individual, and 
the result contmgent. The end of reason, however, 
being the all-comprehensive universal end, is nothing 
short of the entire world — ^a final purpose which goes 
far beyond the content of this mdividual act, and 
therefore is to be placed altogether beyond anything 
actually done. Because the universal best ought to be 
carried out, nothing good is done. In pomt of fact, 
however, the nothmgness of actual action and the 
reality of the entire purpose alone, which are here 
upheld— these are on all hands again “shifted” or dis- 
sembled. The moral act is not something contingent 
and restricted; its essential nature lies in pure duty. 
This pure duty constitutes the sole entire purpose ; and 
the act, whatever may be the limitation of the content, 
being the actualization of that purpose, is the accom- 
plishment of the entire absolute purpose. Or, if again 
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W6 take the reality in the sense of nature, which has 
laws of its own and stands over against pure duty, and 
take it in such a way that duty cannot realize its law 
within nature, then, since duty as such is the essential 
element, we are, when acting, not in fact concerned 
about the accomphshment of pure duty which is the 
whole purpose; for the accomplishment would then 
rather have as its end not pure duty, hut the opposite, 
VIZ. reality. But there is again a “shifting” from the posi- 
tion that it is not reality with which we have to do. For 
by the very notion of moral action, pure duty is essenti- 
ally an active consciousness. Action thus ought certainly 
to take place, absolute duty ought to be expressed in the 
whole of nature, and “moral law” to become “natural 
law”. 

If, then, we allow this highest good to stand for the 
essentially real, consciousness is altogether not m 
earnest with morality. Bor, m this highest good, nature 
has not a different law from what morality has. Moral 
action itself, m consequence, drops, for action takes 
place only under the assumption of a negative element 
which is to be cancelled by means of the act. But if 
nature conforms to the moral law, then assuredly this 
moral law would be violated by actmg, by cancelling 
what already exists. 

On that mode of interpretation, then, there has been 
admitted as the essential situation one which renders 
moral action superfluous and in which moral action 
does not take place at aU. Hence the postulate of the 
harmony between morality and reality — ^a harmony 
posited by the very notion of moral action, which means 
bringing the two mto agreement — finds on this view, too, 
an expression which takes the form: — “because moral 
action is the absolute purpose, the absolute purpose is 
— that moral action do not take place at aU”. 

If we put these moments together, through which 
consciousness has moved in presenting its ideas of its 
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moral life, we see that it cancels each one again in its 
opposite. It starts from the position that, for it, morality 
and reality do not make a harmony; but it is not in 
earnest with that, for m the moral act it is conscious of 
the presence of this harmony. But neither is it in 
earnest with this action, since the action is something 
mdividual; for it has such a high purpose, the highest 
good. This, however, is once more merely a dissem- 
blance of the actual fact, for thereby all action and all 
morality would fall to the ground. In other words, it 
is not strictly m earnest with moral action; on the con- 
trary, it really feels that, what is most to be wished 
for, the absolutely desirable, is that the highest good 
were carried out and moral action superfluous. 

From this result consciousness must go on still 
further m its contradictory process, and must of neces- 
sity agam dissemble the abolition of moral action. 
Morality is the inherently essential {Ansich)', in order 
that it may have place, the final end of the world 
cannot be carried out, rather, the moral consciousness 
must exist for itself, and must find lymg before it a 
nature opposing it But it must per se be completed. 
This leads to the second postulate of the harmony of 
itseK and sensibihty, the “nature” immediately withm 
it. Moral self-consciousness sets up its purpose as pure 
purpose, as mdependent of mchnations and impulses, 
so that this bare purpose has abolished within itself 
the ends of sensibility. But this canceUing of the element 
of sense is no sooner set up than it is again dissembled. 
The moral consciousness acts, it brmgs its purpose into 
reality, and self-conscious sensibility, which should be 
done away with, is precisely the mediating element 
between pure consciousness and reahty — ^is the instru- 
ment used by the former for the realization of itself, or 
is the organ, and what is called impulse, inclmation. 
It is thus not really m earnest in canceUmg inclinations 
and impulses, for these are just self-consciousness makmg 
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itself actual. Moreover, they ought not to be suppressed, 
but merely to be in conformity "with reason. They are,, 
too, in conformity with it; for moral action is nothing 
else than seh-reahzing consciousness — consciousness 
taking on the form of an impulse, i.e. it is immediately 
the reahzed actually present harmony of impulse and 
morahty. But, m pomt of fact, impulse is not only this 
empty conscious form, which might possibly have 
within itself a sprmg of action other than the impulse 
in question, and be driven on by that. For sensibility 
is a kind of nature, which contains withm itself its own 
laws and springs of action: consequently, morahty 
cannot seriously mean to be the mcitmg motive {Trieb- 
feder) for impulses {Tnehe), the angle of mclination for 
inclinations For, smce these latter have their own fixed 
character and peeuhar content, the consciousness, to 
which they were to conform, would rather be m conform- 
ity with them — conformity which moral self-con- 
sciousness declines to adopt. The harmony between the 
two is thus merely imphcit and postulated. 

In moral action the realized or present harmony of 
morality and sensibility was set up just now, and is 
now again “displaced”. The harmony is m a misty 
distance beyond consciousness, where nothmg can any 
more be accurately distinguished or grasped; for, to 
grasp this unity, which we have just tried to do, has 
proved impossible. 

In this merely immanent or implicit harmony, how- 
ever, consciousness gives up itself altogether. This 
immanent state is its moral completion, where the 
struggle of morahty and sensibility has ceased, and the 
latter is in conformity to the former in a way which 
cannot be made out. On that accoxmt this completion 
IS again merely a dissemblance of the actual case; for 
m pomt of fact morahty would be reaUy giving up itself 
in that completion, because it is only consciousness of 
the absolute purpose qua pure purpose, i.e. m opposition 
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to all other purposes. Morality is both the activity of 
this pure purpose, and at the same time the conscious- 
ness of rismg above sensibility, of bemg mixed up with 
sensibility and of opposing and struggling with it. That 
this moral completion is not taken seriously is directly 
expressed by consciousness itself m the fact that it 
shifts this completion away mto infinity, i.e. asserts 
that the completion is never completed. 

Thus it is really only the middle state of bemg m- 
complete that is admitted to have any value: a state 
nevertheless which at least is supposed to be one of 
progress towards completion. Yet it cannot be so; for 
advancing in morality would really mean approachmg 
its disappearance. Tor the goal would be the nothing- 
ness above mentioned, the abolition of morality and 
consciousness itself : but to come ever nearer and nearer 
to nothmg means to decrease. Besides, “advancing” 
would, m general, in the same way as “decreasmg,” 
assume distmctions of quantity in morality: but these 
are quite madmissible m such a sphere. In morality as 
the consciousness which takes the ethical end to be pure 
duty, we cannot think at all of difference, least of aU of 
the superficial difference of quantity: there is only one 
virtue, only one pure duty, only one morality. 

Smce, then, it is not moral completion that is taken 
seriously, but rather the middle state, i.e. as just ex- 
plamed, the condition of no morality, we thus come by 
another way back to the content of the first postulate. 
For we cannot perceive how happmess is to be demanded 
for this moral consciousness on the ground of its worthi- 
ness to be happy. It is well aware of its not bemg com- 
plete, and cannot, therefore, m point of fact, demand 
happiness as a desert, as somethmg of which it is worthy. 
It can ask happmess to be given merely as an act of free 
grace, i.e. it can only ask for happiness as such and as a 
substantive element by itself; it cannot expect it except 
as the result of chance and caprice, not because there 
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is any absolute reason of the above sort. The condition 
of non-morality herein expresses ]ust what it is — that 
it IS concerned, not about morality, but about happiness 
alone, without reference to morality. 

By this second aspect of the moral pomt of view, 
the assertion of the first aspect, wherem disharmony 
between morality and happiness is presupposed, is also 
cancelled. One may pretend to have found by experi- 
ence that m the actual present the man who is moral 
often fares badly, while the man who is not, often comes 
off happily. Yet the middle state of mcomplete morality, 
the condition which has proved to be the essential one, 
shows clearly that this perception that morality fares 
badly, this supposed experience of it, is merely a dis- 
semblance of the real facts of the case. Bor, smce 
morality is not completed, i.e. since morality in point 
of fact IS not, what can there be m the “experience” 
that morahty fares badly ? 

Smce, at the same time, it has turned out that the 
point at issue concerns happiness alone, it is manifest 
that, in making the criticism, “the man without morahty 
comes off well,” there was no mtention to convey 
thereby that there is somethmg wrong m such a case. 
The designation of an individual as one devoid of 
morality necessarily falls to the ground, when morahty 
m general is incomplete; such a characterization rests, 
mdeed, on pure caprice. Hence the sense and content 
of that judgment of experience is simply this, that 
happiness as such should not have fallen to some who 
have got it, i.e. the judgment is an expression of envy, 
which covers itself up in the cloak of morahty. The 
reason, however, why we think good luck, as we call 
it, should fall to the lot of others is good friendship, 
which ungrudgmgly grants and wishes them, and wishes 
itself too, this favour, this accident of good fortune. 

Morahty, then, in the moral consciousness, is not 
completed. This is what is now established. But its 
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essence consists in being only what is complete, and 
so pure morality: mcomplete morality is, therefore, 
impure, in other words, is Immorality. Morahty itself 
thus exists in another being than the actual concrete 
consciousness. This other is a holy moral legislator. 

Morality which is not completed in consciousness 
the morality which is the reason for making those postu- 
lates, means, m the first instance, that morality, when 
it is set up as actual in consciousness, stands in relation 
to somethmg else, to an existence, and thus itself 
acquires otherness or distinction, whence arises a mani- 
fold plurality of moral commands. The moral self- 
consciousness at the same time, however, looks on these 
many duties as unessential; for it is concerned with 
merely the one pure duty, and this plurality of duties, 
so far as they are determinate duties, has no true 
reahty for self-consciousness. They can thus have their 
real truth only in another consciousness, and are (what 
they are not for the actual moral self-consciousness) 
sacred through a holy law-giver. 

But this, too, is agam merely a dissembling of the 
actual fact. For moral self-consciousness is to itself 
the absolute, and duty is simply and solely what %t 
knows to be duty. It, however, knows only pure duty 
as duty: what is not sacred in its view is not per se 
sacred at all, and what is not per se sacred cannot be 
rendered so by the being that is sacred. Moral conscious- 
ness, further, is not realty serious in allowing some- 
thing to be made sacred by another consciousness than 
its own. For, only that is without qualification sacred 
in its eyes which is made sacred through its own action, 
and is sacred within it. It is thus just as little in earnest 
in treating this other being as a holy being; for this 
would mean that, within that holy being something 
was to attain an essential significance, which, for the 
moral consciousness, i.e. in itseK, has none. 

If the sacred being was postulated, in order that duty 
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might have binding validity within the moral conscious- 
ness, not qua pure duty, but as a plurality of specific 
duties, then this must again be dissembled and this 
other being must be solely sacred in so far as only pure 
duty has bmding vabdity within it. Pure duty has 
also, in pomt of fact, bindmg validity only in another 
bemg, not in the moral consciousness. Although, within 
the latter, pure morality seems alone to hold good, still 
this must be put in another form, for it is, at the same 
time, a natural consciousness. Morality is, in it, affected 
and conditioned by sensibihty, and thus is not something 
substantial, but a contingent result of free will; in it, 
however, qua pure wiU, morahty is a contingency of 
Imowledge. Taken by itself, therefore, morahty is in 
another being, is self-complete only in another reality 
than the actual moral consciousness. 

This other being, then, is here absolutely complete 
morality, because in it morahty does not stand m 
relation to nature and sensibility. Yet the reahty of 
pure duty is its actualization in nature and sensibility. 
The moral consciousness accounts for its incompleteness 
by the fact that morahty, in its case, has a positive 
relation to nature and sensibility, since it holds that an 
essential moment of morahty is that morality should 
have simply and solely a negative relation towards 
nature and sensibility. The pure moral being, on the 
other hand, because far above the struggle with nature 
and sense, does not stand m a negative relation to them. 
Thus, m pomt of fact, the positive relation to them 
alone remains in its case, i.e. there remains just what 
a moment ago passed for the mcomplete, for what was 
not moral. Pure morality, however, entirely cut off from 
actual reality so as hkewise to be even without positive 
relation to reality, would be an unconscious unreal 
abstraction, where the very notion of morality, which 
consists in thinkmg of pure duty and m willing and 
domg, would be absolutely done away with. This other 



DISSEMBLANCE 


639 


being, so purely and entirely moral, is agam, therefore, 
a mere dissemblance of the actual fact, and has to be 
given up. 

In this purely moral being, however, the moments of 
the contradiction, m which this synthetic imagmative 
process is carried on, come closer together. So, likewise, 
do the opposites taken up alternately, now this and 
also that, and also the other, opposites which are 
allowed to follow one after the other, the one being 
constantly supplanted by the other, without these 
ideas being brought together. So close do they come, 
that consciousness here has to give up its moral view 
of the world and retreat within itself. 

It knows its morality as mcomplete because it is 
affected by an opposing sensibility and nature, which 
partly perturb morality as such, and partly give rise 
to a plurality of duties, by which, in concrete cases of 
real action, consciousness finds itself embarrassed. IFor 
each case is the concrete focus of many moral rela- 
tions, just as an object of perception m general is a thing 
with many quahties. And since the determmate duty 
is its purpose, it has a content', its content is a part of the 
purpose, and so morality is not pure morahty. This 
latter, then, has its real existence m some other bemg. 
But such reahty means nothmg else than that morahty 
is here self-complete, m itself and for itself — for itself, 
i.e. IS morahty of a consciousness: in itself, i.e. has 
existence and actuahty. 

In that first mcomplete consciousness, morahty is 
not realized and earned out. It is there somethmg 
immanent and implicit, m the sense of a mere thought- 
entity; for it is associated with nature and sensibihty, 
with the actuality of [external] existence and conscious 
life, which constitutes its content; and nature and 
sensibihty are morally nothmg. In the second, morahty 
is present as completed, and not in the form of an 
unreahzed thought-element. But this completion con- 
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sists just m the fact that morality has reality in a con- 
sciousness, as well as free reahty, objective existence in 
general, is not somethmg empty, but filled out, full of 
content. That is to say, the completion of morality is 
placed in this, that what a moment ago was character- 
ized as morally nothmg is found present m morahty and 
inherent m it. It is at one time to have validity simply 
and solely as the unrealized thought-element, a product 
of pure abstraction; but, on the other hand, is just as 
certamly to have m this form no validity at aU: its 
true nature is to consist in bemg opposed to reality, 
detached altogether therefrom, and empty, and then 
agam to consist in bemg actual reahty. 

The syncretism, or fusion, of these contradictions, 
which IS expressed in extenso m the moral attitude of 
experience, collapses mternally, since the distinction on 
which it rests — viz. the conception of somethmg which 
must be thought and posited as necessary, and is yet at 
the same time not essential — passes into one which 
does not any longer exist even m words. What, at the 
end, is affirmed to bo somethmg with different aspects, 
both to be nothmg and also real, is one and the very 
same — existence and reahty. And what is to be absolute 
only as somethmg beyond actual existence and actual 
consciousness, and at the same time to be only m 
consciousness and so, qua beyond, nothmg at all — this 
absolute is pure duty and the knowledge that pure duty 
IS the essentially real. The consciousness, which makes 
this distmction that is no distmction, which announces 
actuality to be at once what is nothmg and what is real, 
pronounces pure morality to be both the ultimate truth 
and also to be devoid of all true reality — ^such a con- 
sciousness expresses together m one and the same 
breath ideas which it formerly separated, and itself 
proclaims that it is not m earnest with this characteriza- 
tion and separation of the moments of self and mherent 
reality. It shows, on the contrary, that, what it an- 
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nounces as absolute existence apart from consciousness, 
it really keeps enclosed within the self of self-conscious- 
ness; and that, what it gives out as the absolute object 
of thought or absolutely inherent and implicit, it just 
for that reason takes to be something which has no 
truth at all. 

It becomes clear to consciousness that placmg these 
moments apart from each other is “dts-placing” them, 
IS a dissemblance, and it would be hypocrisy were it 
really to keep to this. But, bemg pure moral seh-con- 
sciousness, it flees from this discordance between its 
way of imagming and what constitutes its essential 
nature, flees from this untruth, which gives out as true 
what it holds to be untrue, and, turnmg away with 
abhorrence, it hastens back into itself. The conscious- 
ness, which scorns such a moral idea of the world, is 
pure Conscience (Oewissen). it is, in its mmost being, 
simply spirit consciously assured or “certain” (getmss) 
of itself, spirit which acts directly in the light of this 
assurance, which acts conscientiously (geivissenhaft), 
without the mtervention of those ideas, and finds its 
true nature in this direct immediacy. 

While, however, this sphere of dissemblance is 
nothing else than the development of moral self- 
consciousness in its various moments and is consequently 
its reality, so too this self-consciousness, by returning 
into itself, wfll become, in its inmost nature, nothing 
else. This returnmg into itself, indeed, simply means 
that it has come to be conscious that its truth is a 
pretended truth, a mere pretence. As returning mto 
itself it would have to be always givmg out this pre- 
tended truth as its real truth, for it would have to 
express and display itself as an objective idea; but it 
would know all the same that this is merely a dis- 
semblance. It would consequently be, in point of fact, 
hypocrisy, and its abhorrence of such dissemblance would 
be itself the first expression of hypocrisy, 

ss 
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CONSCIENCE THE “BEAUTIFUL SOUL” EVIL AND THE 
FORGIVENESS OF IT 


The one sidedness of each of the preceding stages is removed when 
the moial consciousness assumes the attitude of Conscience Here the 
individual is at once self-legislatmg and yet sure of the unity and self- 
completeness of its own wiU m the midst of all diversity of moral content 
The immediacy mvolved m the idea of a “self-legislatmg” will appears in 
the perceptual directness of the action of conscience it “sees” what is 
light and does the right without hesitation But it is not an abstract 
“faculty” of willmg mdependent of the varied content of the mdividual’s 
moral experience The universality of the individual permeates and 
pervades all the content of his being and makes him a concrete moral 
individuahty, at home with himself m the smallest detail as well as in 
the larger issues of his self -complete spiritual existence Conscience, as 
Butler says, is a “system” or “constitution”, analogous mthe case of the 
individual to the objectified system of the state and its mstitutions 
The self deception of the second one-sided phase of moral experience 
seems also to have no place m Conscience, foi Conscience is the trans 
parent and self revealmg umty in all the content of moral mdividuality 
Only on this condition can it be absolutely confident and certam of 
itself m all its functions, and this certainty of itself is the inahenable 
characteristic of conscience It tliinks it cannot be deceived about itself, ' 
can neither delude itself nor others, but freely realizes aU that it pro- 
fesses to be and professes to be all that it reahzes It is thus the supreme 
achievement of fimte spiritual existence, but it has no meamng apart 
fiom the existence of fimte spnit in the foim of society 

Its veiy conditions, howevei, give use to delusion and deception 
of another kind For, so complete is its woild and its life, that it may 
attempt to cut itself off from the concrete substance of actual society 
which alone makes possible the existence of conscience It then tries 
to cultivate goodness m solitary isolation from the actual social whole 
This is the attitude of the “beautiful soul”, a type of spiritual life 
cultivated by the “Moravians”, and familiar during the Romantic 
movement Novalis is the best -known example, the classical mterpieta- 
tion of the mood was given m Goethe’s MeisUr^s Lehrjahre, Bk 6 It has 
the self-confidence and individual inspiration of Conscience, but frankly 
rejects the concrete objectivity which secures for Conscience hbeiation 
from mere subjectivity The very rejection of objectivity is the only 
achievement of the “beautiful soul”, and is held to be the greatest 
triumph of its self-conscious freedom It flees from concrete moral 
action, and luxmiates in a state of self hypnotized mactivity. Still it 
takes up this attitude in the interests of “pure goodness”, and hence in 
withdrawing from the lowly deeds of the daily moial hfe it mdulges all 
the more m the seH-cloistered cult of the beauty of holmess. It is moial 



CONSCIENCE 


643 


individualism turned mto mystic seE-absorption. Hegel’s analysis brings 
out that this type of spirit is in prmciple as it was in fact the direct ally 
of moral evil For (1) its refusal to act means indifference to all action, 
good and bad alike, and the rejection of the demands of duty is precisely 
immorality (2) its seK-closed isolation destroys the very principle of 
true morality, universality of will, recognition and acknowledgment 
by others of the claims of the individual will 

But this extremity of finite spiritual experience is the opportunity 
of Absolute Spirit The attitude of this mystical moral individuality is 
mdirectly an indication of the fimtude of the moral pomt of view and 
therefore of its failure to supply the absolute self -completeness which 
spirit requires The very consciousness by finite spirit of its inherent 
mcompleteness is imphcitly a consciousness of the Absolute Spirit The 
consciousness of Absolute Spirit is the attitude of experience known as 
Religion 



CONSCIENCE THE “BEAUTIFUL SOUL”, EVIL AND THE 
FORGIVENESS OF IT 

The antinomy m the moral view of the world — Yi?.. that 
there is a moral consciousness and that there is none, 
or that the validity, the hmdingness of duty has its 
ground beyond consciousness, and conversely only takes 
effect %n consciousness — ^these contradictory elements 
had been combined in the idea, in which the non-moral 
consciousness is to pass for moral, its contingent loiow- 
ledge and will to be accepted as fully sufficing, and 
happmess to be its lot as a matter of grace. Moral seK- 
consciousness took this self -contradictory idea not upon 
itself, but transferred it to another being. But this 
putting outside itself of what it must thmk as necessary 
IS as much a contradiction m form as the other was in 
content But that which appears as contradictory, and 
that in the division and resolution of which lies the 
round of activity pecuhar to the moral attitude, are 
mherently the same : for pure duty q%ia pure knowledge 
IS nothmg else than the self of consciousness, and the 
self of consciousness is existence and actuahty, and, 
m the same way, what is to be beyond actual con- 
sciousness IS nothing else than pure thought, is, in fact, 
the self. Because this is so, self-consciousness, for us or 
per SB, passes back into itself, and becomes aware that 
that being is its self, in which the actual is at once pure 
knowledge and pure duty. It takes itself to be absolutely 
vahd in its contmgency, to be that which loiows its 
immediate individual being as pure Imowiedge and 
action, as the true objective reality and harmony. 

This self of Conscience, the mode of spirit immediately 
certam of itself as absolute truth and objective being, 
IS the third type of spiritual self. It is the outcome of 
the third sphere of the spiritual world,^ and may be 
shortly compared with the two former types of self. 

^ Viz Morality, the first being the Ethical Order of Society, the second 
the sphere of Culture. 
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The totality or actuality which is revealed as the 
truth of the ethical world, the world of the social order, 
is the self of a Person [the legal self] : its existence lies 
in being recognized and acknowledged. As the person 
IS the self devoid of substance, this its existence is 
abstract realitj?^ too. The person has a definite standing, 
and that directly and immediately: its self is the pomt 
in the sphere of its existence which is immediately at 
rest. That pomt is not tom away from its universality; 
the two [the particular focus and its universality] are 
therefore not in a relational process with regard to one 
another: the universal is in it without distinction, and 
**.18 neither the content of the self, nor is the self filled 
by itself. 

The second self is the truth and outcome of the world 
of culture, is spirit that has recovered itself after and 
through disruption, is absolute freedom. In this self, 
the former immediate unity of individual existence 
and universality breaks up into its component elements. 
The universal, which remains at the same time a purely 
spiritual entity, the state of recognition or universal 
and universal knowledge — the universal is object 
and content of the self, and its universal actuahty. But 
the universal has not there the form of existence 
detached from the self : in this mode of self it therefore 
gets no filhng, no positive content, no world. 

Moral self-consciousness, indeed, lets its universal 
aspect get detached, so that this aspect becomes a 
nature of its own; and at the same time it retams this 
universality withm itself in a superseded form. But it 
is merely a game of dissembling, it constantly inter- 
changes these two characteristics. In the form of Con- 
science, with its certamty of itself, it first finds the 
content to fiiU the former emptiness of duty as weU as 
the emptiness of right and the empty universal 'WiU. 
And because this certainty of self is at the same time 
immediacy, it finds in conscience definite existence. 
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Having readied this level of its truth, moral self- 
consciousness then leaves, or rather supersedes, this 
state of internal division and self-separation, whence 
arose “dissemblance” — the separation of its inherent 
being from the self, of pure duty, qua pure purpose, 
from reality qua a nature and a sensibility opposed to 
pure purpose. It is, when thus returned into itself, con- 
crete moral spirit, which does not make for itself a 
bare abstract standard out of the consciousness of pure 
duty, a standard to be set up agamst actual conscious 
life; on the contrary, pure duty, as also the sensuous 
nature opposed to pure duty, are superseded moments. 
This mode of spirit, in its immediate umty, is a moral 
being makmg itself actual, and an act is immediately 
a concrete embodiment of morality. 

Given a case of action; it is an objective reality for 
the knowing mind. The latter, qua conscience, knows 
it in a direct concrete manner, and at the same time 
it ^s merely as conscience knows it to be. When know- 
ledge is somethmg other than its object, it is contingent 
in character. Spirit, however, which is sure of its self, 
is no longer an accidental knowledge of that kind, is 
not a way of producing inside its own being ideas from 
which reality is divorced. On the contrary; since the 
separation between what is essential and self has been 
given up, a case of moral action falls, just as it is 
essentially, directly within immediate conscious cer- 
tainty, the sensible [feeling] form of knowledge, and 
it IS essentially only as it is in this form of knowledge. 

Action, then, qua realization, is in this way the pure 
form of will — the bare conversion of reahty in the sense 
of a given case, into a reahty that is enacted, the 
conversion of the bare state of objective knowledge 
mto one of knowledge about reahty as something pro- 
duced and brought about by consciousness. Just as 
sensuous certainty is directly taken up, or rather 
converted, mto the essential life and substance of 
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spirit, this other transformation is also simple and 
unmediated, a transition made through the pure con- 
ception without changmg the content, the content 
being conditioned by some interest on the part of the 
consciousness knoivmg it. 

Further, conscience does not break up the circum- 
stances of the case into a variety of duties. It does not 
operate as the positive general medium, m which the 
manifold duties, each for itself, would acquire immov- 
able substantial existence. If it did so, e^iher no action 
could take place at all, because each concrete case 
involves opposition in general, and, in the specific 
case of morality, opposition of duties — and hence 
there would always be one side injured, one duty 
violated, by the very nature of concrete action: or 
else, if action does take place, the violation of one of 
the conflictmg duties would be the actual result brought 
about. Conscience is rather the negative smgle unity, 
it IS the absolute self, which does away with this variety 
of substantial moral constituents. It is simple action 
in accordance with duty, action which does not fulfil 
this or that duty, but knows and does what is concretely 
right. It IS, therefore, m general, and for the first time 
in moral experience, moral action as action, and mto 
this the previous stage of mere consciousness of morality 
without action has passed. 

The concrete shape which the act takes may be 
analysed by a conscious process of distinction into a 
variety of properties, i e. in this case into a variety of 
moral relationships; and these may either be each 
expressly held to be absolute (as each must be if it is 
to be duty) or, again, subjected to comparison and 
criticism In the simple moral action arismg from 
conscience, duties are so piled and commingled that 
the isolated mdependence of all these separate entities 
is immediately destroyed, and the process of critically 
considering and worrymg about what our duty is 
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finds no place at all in the unshaken eertamty of 
conscience. 

Just as little, again, do we find in conscience that 
fluctuating uncertainty of nund, which puts now so- 
called “pure” morality away from itself, assigning it 
to some other holy bemg, and takes itself to be unholy, 
and then again, on the other hand, puts this moral 
purity withm itself, and places m that other the con- 
nexion of the sensuous with the moral element. 

It renounces all these semblances and dissemblances 
{Stellungen und Verstellungen) characteristic of the 
moral point of view, when it gives up thinkmg that 
there is a contradiction between duty and actual reality. 
According to this latter state of mmd, I act morally 
when I am conscious of performmg merely pure duty 
and nothing else but that: i.e. in fact, when I do not 
act. When, however, I really act, I am conscious of 
an “other”, of a reality which is there before me, and 
one which I want to brmg about ; I have a definite end 
and fulfil a definite duty. There is something else 
therem than the pure duty, which alone was supposed 
to be kept in view. 

Conscience, on the other hand, is the sense that, 
when the moral consciousness declares pure duty to 
be the essence of its action, this pure purpose is a 
dissemblance of the actual fact. For the real fact is that 
pure duty consists in the empty abstraction of pure 
thought, and finds its reality and content solely m 
some definite actual existence, an actuality which is 
actuality of consciousness itself — ^not of consciousness 
m the sense of a thought-entity, but as an individual. 
Conscience for its own part, finds its truth to lie in the 
direct eertamty of itself. This immediate concrete 
certainty of itself is the real essence. Lookmg at this 
eertamty from the point of view of the opposition 
which consciousness mvolves, the agent’s own immedi- 
ate individuality constitutes the content of moral 
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action; and the form of moral action is just this very 
seK as a pure process, viz. as the process of knowing, 
in other words, is private individual conviction. 

Looking more closely at the unity and the significance 
of the moments of this stage, we find that moral con- 
sciousness conceived itself merely in the form of the 
inherent principle, or as ultimate essence; qua con- 
science, however, it lays hold of its explicit individual 
self-existence {Fur8%chseyn), or its self. The contra- 
diction involved in the moral point of view is resolved, 
i.e. the distmction, which lay at the basis of its peculiar 
attitude, proves to he no distinction, and melts into 
the process of pure negativity. This process of negativity 
IS, however, just the self: a single simple self which is 
at once pure knowledge and knowledge of itself as this 
individual conscious life. This self constitutes, therefore, 
the content of what formerly was the empty essence; 
for it IS something actual and concrete, which no 
longer has the significance of being a nature alien to 
the ultimate essence, a nature independent and with 
laws of its own As the negative element, it introduces 
distinction mto the pure essence, a definite content, and 
one, too, which has a value in its own right as it stands. 

Further, this self is, qua pure self -identical knowledge, 
the universal without qualification, so that just this 
knowledge, being its very ovra knowledge, being con- 
viction, constitutes duty. Duty is no longer the uni- 
versal appearmg over agamst and opposed to the self; 
duty IS known to have in this condition of separation 
and opposition no validity. It is now the law which 
exists for the sake of the self, and not the law for the 
sake of which the self exists. The law and duty, however, 
have for that reason not only the significance of existing 
on their own account, but also of being inherent and 
essential, for this knowledge is, m virtue of its identity 
with itself, just what is inherently essential. This 
mherent being gets also separated m consciousness 
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from that direct and immediate unity with self- 
existence: so contrasted and opposed, it is objective 
being, it is bemg for something else. 

Duty itself now, qua duty deserted by the self, is 
known to be merely a moment; it has ceased to mean 
absolute being, it has become degraded to something 
which is not a self, does not exist on its own account, 
and IS thus what exists for something else. But this 
existmg-for-somethmg-else remains an essential mo- 
ment ]ust for the reason that self, qua consciousness, 
constitutes and estabhshes the opposition between exist- 
enee-for-seK and existence-for-another; and now duty 
essentially means something immediately actual, and 
IS no longer a mere abstract pure consciousness. 

This existence for somethmg else is, then, the 
inherently essential substance distinguished from the 
self. Conscience has not given up pure duty, the abstract 
implicit essence* pure duty is the essential moment of 
relating itself, qua universality, to others. Conscience 
IS the common element of distmot self-consciousnesses ; 
and this is the substance in which the act secures 
subsistence and reahty, the moment of being recognized 
by others The moral self-consciousness does not 
possess this moment of recognition, of pure conscious- 
ness which has definite existence; and on that account 
really does not “act” at all, does not effectually actual- 
ize anythmg. Its inherent nature is for it either the 
abstract unreal essence, or else existence in the form of 
a reality which has no spiritual character. The actual 
reality of conscience, however, is one which is a self, 
i.e an existence conscious of itself, the spiritual element 
of being recognized. Domg something is, therefore, 
merely the translation of its mdmdual content into 
that objective element where it is universal and is 
recognized, and this very fact, that the content is 
recognized, makes the deed an actuahty. The action is 
recognized and thereby real, because the actual reality 
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is immediately bound up with conviction or knowledge; 
or, in other words, knowledge of one’s purpose is 
immediately and at once the element of existence, is 
universal recognition For the essence of the act, duty, 
consists in the conviction conscience has about it. This 
conviction is ]ust the mherent principle itself; it is 
mherently universal self-consciousness — ^m other words, 
IS recognition and hence reality. The result achieved 
under conviction of duty is therefore directly one 
which has substantial solid existence. Thus, we hear 
nothmg more there about good intention not coming 
to anything defimte, or about the good man faring 
badly. What is known as duty is carried out completely 
and becomes an actual fact, ]ust because what is dutiful 
is the universal for aU self-consciousnesses, that which 
is recognized, acknowledged, and thus objectively is. 
Taken separately and alone, however, vuthout the 
content of self, this duty is existence-for-another, the 
transparent element, which has merely the significance 
of an unsubstantial essential factor in general. 

If we look back on the sphere where spiritual reality 
first made its appearance, we find that the prmciple 
involved was that the utterance of mdividuality is 
the absolutely real, the ultimately substantial. But the 
shape which, in the first instance, gave expression to this 
principle, was the “honest consciousness”^ which was 
occupied and concerned mth abstract “fact itself”. 
This “fact itself” was there a predicate In conscience, 
however, it is for the first time a Subject, which has 
affirmed within it aU aspects of consciousness, and for 
which all these moments, substantiahty in general, 
external existence, and essence of thought, are con- 
tamed in this certamty of itself. The “fact itself” has 
substantiahty in general in the ethical order {8%Ulich- 
lce%t), external existence in culture, self -knowing essence 
of thought in morality; and m conscience it is the 

^ -y p 433 ff 
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Subject, which knows these moments within itself. 
While the “honest consciousness'’ is for ever grasping 
merely the bare and empty “fact itself”, conscience, 
on the other hand, secures the “fact itself” in its fullness, 
a fullness which conscience of itself supplies Conscience 
has this power through its knowing the moments of 
consciousness as moments, and controllmg them because 
it IS their negative essential prmciple. 

When conscience is considered in relation to the 
single features of the opposition which appears in 
action, and when we consider its consciousness regard- 
ing the nature of those features, its attitude towards 
the reality of the situation where action has to take 
place IS, in the first instance, that of Imowledge. So far 
as the aspect of universality is present m such know- 
ledge, it IS the business of conscientious action qua 
knowledge, to compass the reality before it in an un- 
restricted exhaustive manner, and thus to know 
exactly the circumstances of the case, and give them 
due consideration. This knowledge, however, since it is 
aware of universality as a moment, is in consequence a 
kmd of knowledge of these circumstances which is 
conscious all the while of not embracing them, is con- 
scious of not being conscientious in its procedure The 
genuinely universal and pure relation of knowledge 
would be one towards something not opposed, a relation 
to itself. But action through the opposition essentially 
implied in action is related to what negates conscious- 
ness, to a reality existing per se. This reality — bemg, 
as contrasted with the simple nature of pure conscious- 
ness, the absolute other, multiplicity per se — ^is a sheer, 
plurality of circumstances which breaks up indefinitely 
and spreads in all directions — ^backwards into their 
conditions, sidewards in their associations, forwards 
in their consequences. 

The conscientious mind is aware of this nature of 
“the fact” and of its relation thereto, and knows it is 
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not acquainted to the full and complete extent required 
with the situation in which its action takes place, and 
knows that its pretence of conscientiously weighmg 
and considering all the circumstances is futde. This 
acquamtance with and consideration of all the circum- 
stances, however, are not entirely absent: hut they are 
merely present as a moment, as something which is 
only for others and the conscientious mmd holds its 
tv complete knowledge to be sufficient and complete, 
because it is its own knowledge. 

In a similar way the process is constituted in con- 
nexion with the universality of the essential prmciple, 
that is, with the characterization of the content as 
determmed through pure consciousness. Conscience, 
when it goes on to act, takes up a relation to the various 
sides of the case. The case breaks up into separate 
elements, and the relation of pure consciousness towards 
it does the same* whereby the multiplicity character- 
istic of the case becomes a multiplicity of duties. Con- 
science Imows that it has to select and decide amongst 
them, for none of them specifically, in its content, is an 
absolute duty; only pure duty is so. But this abstract 
entity has, in its realization, come to denote self- 
conscious ego. Spirit certain of itself is at rest withm 
itself m the form of conscience, and its real umversality, 
its duty, hes in its pure conviction concernmg duty. 
This pure conviction as such is as empty as pure duty, 
pure in the sense that nothing within it, no definite 
content, is duty. Action, however, has to take place, 
the individual must determine to do somethmg or 
other, and spirit which is certain of itself, in which the 
inherent prmciple has attained the significance of self- 
conscious ego, knows it has this determmation, this 
specific content, in the immediate certamty of its own 
self. This certainty, bemg a determination and a content, 
is “natural” consciousness, i.e. the various impulses and 
inclmations. 
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Conscience admits no content as absolute for it, 
because it is absolute negativity of all that is definite. 
It determines from itsefi alone. The circle of the self, 
however, within which determmateness as such falls, 
IS so-called “sensibility” : in order to get a content out 
of the immediate certainty of self, there is no other 
element to be found except sensibility. 

Everything that in previous modes of experience was 
presented as good or bad, law and right, is somethmg 
other than immediate certamty of self ; it is a universal, 
which IS now a relative entity, an existence-for-another. 
Or, looked at otherwise, it is an object which, while 
connecting and relating consciousness with itself, comes 
between consciousness and its own proper truth, and 
instead of that object being the immediacy of conscious- 
ness, it rather cuts consciousness off from itself. 

For conscience, however, certainty of self is the pure, 
direct, and immediate truth: and this truth is thus its 
immediate certamty of self presented as content; i.e. 
its truth is altogether the caprice of the mdmdual, and 
the accidental content of his unconscious natural 
existence [his sensibility]. 

This content at the same time passes for essential 
moral reality, for duty. For pure duty, as was found 
when testmg and examming laws,’- is utterly indifferent 
to every content, and gets along with any. Here it has 
at the same time the essential form of self -existence, of 
existmg on its own account : and this form of individual 
conviction is nothmg else than the sense of the empti- 
ness of pure duty, and the consciousness that this is 
merely a moment, that its substantiality is a predicate 
which finds its subject m the mdmdual, whose caprice 
gives pure duty content, can connect every content 
with this form, and attach its feeling of conscientious- 
ness to any content. 

An individual increases his property m a certain 

1 V. p. 446 fi. 
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way. It is a duty that each should see to the maintenance 
of himself and family, and no less ensure the possibility 
of his bemg serviceable to his neighbours and of domg 
good to those standmg m need The individual is aware 
that this IS a duty, for this content is directly contamed 
m the certamty he has of himself. He perceives, further, 
that he fulfils this particular duty m this particular 
case. Other people possibly consider the specific way 
he adopts as fraud they hold by other sides of the 
concrete case presented, whole he holds firmly to this 
particular side of it by the fact of his bemg conscious 
that the increase of property is a pure and absolute 
duty. 

In the same way there is fulfilled by the individual, 
as a duty, what other people call violence and wrong- 
doing — ^the duty of assertmg one’s mdependence agamst 
others* and, again, the duty of preserving one’s Me, 
and the possibfiity of being useful to one’s neighbours. 
Others call this cowardice, but what they call courage 
really violates both these duties. But cowardice must 
not be so stupid and clumsy as not to know that the 
maintenance of life and the possibility of bemg useful 
to others are duties — so mept as not to be convinced 
of the dutifulness of its action, and not to know that 
dutifulness consists m knowledge. Otherwise it would 
commit the stupidity of bemg immoral. Smce morality 
lies m the consciousness of havmg fulfilled one’s duty, 
this will not be lackmg when the action is what is called 
cowardice any more than when it is what is called 
courage As the abstraction called “duty” is capable of 
every content, it is quite equal to that of cowardice. 
The agent knows what he does to be duty, and since he 
knows this, and convicUon as to duty is just dutifulness, 
he IS thus recognized and acknowledged by others 
The act thereby becomes accepted as valid and has 
actual existence. 

It IS of no avail to object to this freedom — ^which 
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puts any and every kmd of content mto this universal 
inert receptacle of pure duty and pure knowledge — 
by asserting that another content ought to have been 
put there. For whatever the content be, each content 
has upon it the stain of determinateness from which 
pure knowledge is free, which pure knowledge can 
despise just as readily as it can take up every deter- 
nunateness m turn. Every content, through its bemg 
determmate, stands on the same footmg with every 
other, even though it seems to have precisely the 
character that the particularity m the content is 
cancelled. It may weU seem — smce m concrete cases 
duty breaks regularly mto opposition, and, by doing 
so, sunders the opposites mdividuality and universahty 
— ^that the duty, whose content is the universal as such, 
contains on that account, ipso facto, the nature of pure 
duty, and that thus form and content are here entirely 
m accord. On this view, it might seem that, e.g. acting 
for the universal good, for what is the best for all, is 
to be preferred to acting for what is the best for the 
individual. But this universal duty is precisely what is 
present as self-contamed actual substance, in the form 
of [established] law and right, and holds good inde- 
pendently of the individual’s knowledge and con- 
vietion as well as of his immediate mterest. It is thus 
precisely that agamst the form of which morality as a 
whole IS directed. As regards its content, however, 
this too is determinate in character, in so far as the 
“universally best” is opposed to the “mdividual best”. 
Consequently, its law is one from which conscience 
knows itself to be absolutely free, and it gives itself the 
absolute privilege to add and pare, to neglect as well 
as fulfil it. 

Then, agam, the above distmction of duty towards 
the mdividual and duty towards the umversal is not 
somethmg fixed and final, when we look at the nature 
of the opposition m question. On the contrary, what 
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the individual does for himself is to the advantage of the 
universal as well. The more he looks after his own 
good, not only is there the greater possibihty of his 
usefulness to others: his very reahty consists merely 
in his hvmg and existmg in connexion with others. 
His individual enjoyment means ultimately and essenti- 
ally puttuag what is his own at the disposal of others, 
and helping them to secure their enjoyment. In ful- 
fiUmg duty to individuals, and hence duty to self, 
duty to the general thus also gets fulfilled. Weighing, 
considermg, comparmg duties, should this appear 
here, would take the Ime of calculatmg the advantage 
which the general would get from any given action. 
But there can be no such process; partly because 
morality would thereby be handed over to the mevitable 
contmgency characteristic of mere “msight”; partly 
because it is precisely the nature of conscience to have 
done with all this calculatmg and weighing of duties, 
and to decide directly from itself without any such 
reasons 

In this way, then, conscience acts and maintains 
itself in the umty of its essential bemg and its objective 
existence for itself, m the umty of pure thought and 
mdividuahty it is spirit certam of itself, which in- 
herently possesses its own truth, withm itself, m its 
knowledge, a knowledge in the sense of knowledge of 
its duty. It mamtams its bemg therem by the fact that 
the positive element m the act, the content as well as 
form of duty and the knowledge of duty, belong to 
the seK, to the certamty of itself. What, however, 
seeks to come before the self with an inherent bemg 
of its own is held to be not truly real, merely a trans- 
cended element, only a moment. Consequently, it is 
not universal knowledge in general that has a value, 
but what is known of the circumstances. It puts mto 
duty, which is the umversal immanent essence, the 
content which it derives from its natural mdmduahty; 
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for the content is one that is present in its own being. 
This content, in virtue of the universal medium wherein 
it exists, becomes the duty which it carries out, and 
empty pure duty is, through this very fact, affirmed 
to be somethmg transcended, a moment. This content 
IS its emptiness, transcended and cancelled, i.e. is the 
fulfiUmg of pure duty. 

But at the same time conscience is detached from 
every possible content. It absolves itself from every 
specific duty, which would try to pass for a law. In the 
stiength of its certainty of itself, it has the majesty of 
absolute self-sufficiency, of absolute amapKeia, to bind 
or to loose. This seh-determmation is at once, therefore, 
absolute conformity to duty Duty is the knowledge \ 
itself; this pure and simple selfhood, however, is the ! 
immanent prmciple and essence; for this inherent i 
prmciple is pure self -identity, and self-identity lies in 
this consciousness. 

This pure knowledge is immediately objective, is 
existence-for-another, for, qua pure self -identity, it is 
immediacy, it is objective bemg. This bemg, however, 

IS at the same time pure universality, the selfhood of 
all in other words, action is acknowledged, and hence 
actual. This bemg forms the element by which con- 
science directly stands on a footmg of equality with 
every self-consciousness, and this relation means not 
an abstract impersonal law, but the seK of conscience. 

In that this right which conscience does is at the 
same time, however, a fact for others, a disparity seems 
to affect conscience. The duty which it fulfils is a 
determinate content, that content is, no doubt, the 
seh of consciousness, and so its knowledge of itself,' 
its identity with its self But when fulfilled, when 
planted m the general element of existence, this iden- 
tity is no longer knowledge, no longer this process of 
distmction which directly and at the same time does 
away with its distinctions. Rather, in the sphere of 
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existence, the distinction is set up as subsistent, and 
the act IS a determinate specific one, not identical with 
the element of everybody’s self-consciousness, and 
hence not necessarily acknowledged and recognized. 
Both aspects, conscience g'm* actmg, and the general 
consciousness acknowledging this act to be duty, stand 
equally loose from the specific character belongmg to 
this deed. On account of this freedom and detachment, 
the relation of the two withm the common medium 
of their connexion is rather a relationship of complete 
disparity — as a result of which, the consciousness, 
which is aware of the act, finds itself in complete 
uncertainty regardmg the spmt which does the act and 
is “certain of itself”. This spmt acts and places m 
existence a determinate characteristic, others hold to 
this existence, as its truth, and are therem certain of 
this spirit, it has therem expressed what it takes to be 
its duty. But it is detached and free from any specific 
duty, it has, therefore, left the point where other people 
thmk it actually to be; and this very medium of exis- 
tence and duty as mherently existmg are held by it 
to be merely transitory moments. What it thus places 
before them, it also “displaces” again, or rather has, 
eo ipso, immediately “displaced”. Bor its reahty is, for 
it, not the duty and determinate content thus put 
forward, but rather is the reality which it has m its 
absolute certainty of itself. 

The other self-consciousnesses do not know, then, 
whether this particular conscience is morally good or 
is wicked; or, rather, not merely can they not know 
this conscience, but they must take it to be also wicked. 
For just as it stands loose to the determmate content 
of duty, and detached from duty as inherently existing, 
so do they likewise. What it places before them, they 
themselves know how to “displace” or dissemble: it is 
somethmg expressmg merely the self of another mdi- 
vidual, not then own: they do not merely know them- 
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selves to be detached and free from it, but have to 
resolve and analyse it within their own consciousness, 
reduce it to nothingness by judgments and explanations 
m order to preserve their own self. 

But the act of conscience is not merely this deter- 
mination of existence, a determmate content forsaken 
by the pure self. What is to be bmdmg and to be 
recognized as duty, only is so through knowledge and 
conviction as to its bemg duty, by knowledge of self 
in the deed done. When the deed ceases to have this 
self m it, it ceases to be what is alone its essential 
nature. Its existence, if deserted by this consciousness 
of self, would be an ordinary reahty, and the act would 
appear to us a way of fulfilling one’s pleasure and 
desire. What ought to exist has here essentiality only 
by its being known to be indmduahty givmg itself 
expression. And its bemg thus known is what is 
acknowledged and recogmzed by others, and is that 
which as such ought to have existence. 

The self enters existence as self. The spmt which is 
certain of itseh exists as such for others ; its immediate 
act is not what IS valid and real; what is acknowledged 
by others is, not the determmate element, not the 
inherent bemg, but solely and simply the self knowing 
itself as such The element which gives permanence and 
stabihty is universal seh-consciousness. What enters 
this element cannot be the effect of the act : the latter 
does not last there, and acquires no permanence: only 
self-consciousness is what is recognized and gams con- 
crete reahty. 

Here agam,^ then, we see Language to be the form 
m which spirit finds existence Language is self-con- 
sciousness existmg for others, it is self-consciousness 
which as such is there immediately present, and which 
m its individuahty is universal. Language is self sepa- 
rating itself from itself, which as the pure ego identical 

> V p. 529 ff. 
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witli ego becomes an object to itself, which at once 
maintains itself in this objective form as this actual 
self, and at the same time ft^ses directly with others 
and IS their self-consciousnessj. The self perceives itself 
at the same time that it is perceived by others, and 
this perceiving is just existence which has become a 
self 

The content, which language has here obtained, is 
no longer the self we found in the world of culture, 
perverted, perverting, and distraught. It is spirit which, 
havmg returned to itself, is certam of itseK, certain m 
itseK of its truth, or of its own act of recogmtion, and 
which is recognized as this knowledge The language of 
the ethical spirit of society is law, and simple command 
and complaint, -which is but a tear shed over necessity. 
Moral consciousness, on the other hand, remains dumb, 
shut up withm its inner life, for self has no existence 
as yet in its case rather existence and self there stand 
as yet only in external relation to each other. Language, 
however, comes forward merely as the mediatmg ele- 
ment only between self-consciousnesses mdependent and 
recognized; and the existent self means immediately 
universal recogmtion, means manifold recogmtion and 
in this very mamfoldness simple recognition., What the 
language of conscience contams is the self kno-vving 
itself as essential reality. This alone is what that lan- 
guage expresses, and this expression is the true realiza- 
tion of “doing”, of action, and is the validation of the 
act Consciousness expresses its conviction: m this 
conviction alone is the action duty: it holds good as 
duty, too, solely by the conviction bemg expressed. 
For umversal self-consoiousness stands detached from 
the specific act which merely exists* the act qua exis- 
tence means nothmg to it: what it holds of importance 
is the conviction that the act is a duty ; and this appears 
concretely in language. 

To realize the act means here not translatmg its 
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content from the form of purpose, or self-existence, 
mto the form of abstract reality: it means translating 
it from the form of immediate certamty of seK, which 
takes its knowledge, its self-existence, to he the essen- 
tial fact, mto the form of the assurance that conscious- 
ness is convinced of its duty, and, bemg conscience, 
knows of itself what duty is This assurance thus 
guarantees that consciousness is convinced of its con- 
viction bemg the essential fact. 

Whether the assurance, that it acts from conviction 
of duty, is true, whether it really is duly which is done 
— ^these questions or doubts have no meanmg as directed 
agamst conscience. In the case of the question, whether 
the assurance is true, it would be assumed that the 
inner attention is different from the one put forward, 
i.e. that the wilhng of the mdividual self can be sepa- 
rated from duty, from the will of the umversal and 
pure consciousness: the latter wiU would m that case 
be a matter of words, while the former would be strictly 
the real movmg prmciple of the act. But such a dis- 
tmction between the umversal consciousness and the 
individual self is precisely what has been cancelled, and 
the supersedmg of it constitutes conscience. Immediate 
knowledge on the part of self which is certam of itself 
IS law and duty. Its mtention, by bemg its own mten- 
tion, IS what is right. AU that is required is that it 
should know this, and state its conviction that its 
knowledge and wiU are the right. The expression of this 
assurance ipso facto cancels the form of its particularity. 
It recognizes thereby the necessary universahty of the 
self. In that it calls itself conscience, it calls itself pure 
self-knowledge and pure abstract wdl, i.e. it calls itself 
a umversal knowledge and wiU which acknowledges and 
recogmzes others, is like them — ^for they are just this 
pure self-knowledge and will — and which is on that 
account also recognized by them. In the wilhng of the 
self which is certain of itself, in this knowledge of the 
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self as the essential reality, lies the essence of the 
right. 

When any one says, therefore, he is acting from 
conscience, he is saying what is true, for his conscience 
is the self which knows and wills. But it is essential 
he should say so, for this self has to be at the same 
time universal self. It is not universal in the content 
of the act: for this content is per se indifferent on 
account of its bemg specific and determmate. The uni- 
versality hes in the form of the act. It is this form 
which IS to be affirmed as real: the form is the self, 
which as such is actual in language, pronounces itself 
to be the truth, and just by so domg acknowledges aU 
other selves, and is recognized by them. 

Conscience, then, m its majestic subhmity above any 
specific law and every content of duty, puts whatever 
content it pleases into its knowledge and willing. It is 
moral genius and originality, which knows the inner 
voice of its immediate knowledge to be a voice divme; 
and since m such knowledge it directly knows existence 
as well, it is divme creative power, which contams 
hvmg force m its very conception It is m itself, too, 
divine worship, “service of God”, for its action is the 
contemplation of this its own proper divmity 

This sohtary worship, this “service of God” m soli- 
tude of soul, IS at the same time essentially “service of 
God” on the part of a rehgious community; and pure 
inward self-knowledge and perception of self pass to 
being a moment of consciousness^ Contemplation of 
itself IS its objective existence, and this objective ele- 
ment IS the utterance of its knowledge and will as a 
universal. Through such expression the self becomes 
established and accepted, and the act becomes an 
effective deed, a deed carrymg out a defimte result. 
What gives reality and subsistence to its deed is uni- 

1 1 e into a state which implies distmction and opposition of subject 
and object* 
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versal seK-eonsciousness. When, however, conscience 
finds expression, this puts the certainty of itself in the 
form of pure self and thereby as universal self. Others 
let the act hold as valid, owing to the explicit terms 
in which the self is thus expressed and acknowledged 
to be the essential reality. The spirit and the substance 
of their community are, thus, the mutual assurance of 
their conscientiousness, of their good intentions, the 
rejoicing over this reciprocal purity of purpose, the 
quickening and refreshment received from the glorious 
privilege of knowing and of expressmg, of fostermg and 
cherishing, a state so altogether admirable. 

So far as this sphere of conscience still distmguishes 
its abstract consciousness from its self-consciousness, 
its life IS merely hid in God. God is mdeed immediately 
present to its mind and heart, to its seK. But what is 
revealed, its actual consciousness and the mediatmg 
process of this consciousness, is, to it, somethmg other 
than that hidden inner life and the immediacy of God’s 
presence. But, with the completion of conscience, the 
distinction between its abstract consciousness and its 
self-consciousness is done away. It knows that the 
abstract consciousness is just this seK, this mdividual 
self -existence which is certam of itself: that the very 
difference between the terms is abolished in the imme- 
diateness of the relation of the self to the ultimate 
Being, which, when placed outside the self, is the 
abstract essence, and a Being concealed from it. For 
a relation is mediate when the terms related are not 
one and the same, hut each is a difierent term for the 
other, and is one only with the other in some third 
term: an immediate relation, however, means, m fact, 
nothing else than the umty of the terms. Having risen 
above the meanmgless position of holdmg these dis- 
tinctions, which are not distmctions at all, to be still 
such, consciousness knows the immediateness of the 
presence of ultimate Bemg withm it to be the unity 
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of that Being and its self, it thus knows itself to he 
the living inherent reality, and knows its knowledge to 
he Eehgion, which, qua knowledge viewed as an object 
or knowledge with an ohjective existence, is the utter- 
ance of the religious communion regardmg its own 
spirit. 

We see then, here, self-consciousness withdrawn into 
the inmost retreats of its bemg, with aU externality, 
as such, gone and vanished from it — ^returned into the 
mtuition of ego as altogether identical with ego, an 
intuition where this ego is aU that is essential, and all 
that exists. It is swamped in this conception of itself; 
for it has been driven to the extreme limit of its ex- 
treme positions, and in such a way that the moments 
distinguished, moments through which it is real or stiU. 
consciousness, are not merely for us these bare ex- 
tremes, rather what it is for itseH, and what, to it, is 
inherent, and what is, for it, existence — all these 
moments have evaporated mto abstractions They have 
no longer stability, no substantial existence for this 
consciousness itself. Everythmg, that was hitherto for 
consciousness essential, has reverted into these abstrac- 
tions. When clarified to this degree of transparency, 
consciousness exists in its poorest form, and the 
poverty, constitutmg its sole and only possession, is 
itself a process of disappearance. This absolute certa^nty 
into which the substance has been resolved is absolute 
untruth, which collapses withm itself, it is absolute self- 
consciousness, in which consciousness [with its relation 
of self and object] is submerged and goes under. 

Lookmg at this submergence and disappearance from 
withm, the inherent and essential substance is, for 
consciousness, knowledge m the sense of %t$ knowledge. 
Bemg consciousness, it is split up mto the opposition 
between itself and the object, which is, for it, the 
essentially real. But this very object is what is perfectly 
transparent, is its self; and its consciousness is merely 
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knowledge of itself. All life and aU spiritual truth have 
returned into this seH, and have lost their difference 
from the ego The moments of consciousness are there- 
fore these extreme abstractions, of which none holds 
its ground, but each loses itself in the other and pro- 
duces it W^e have here the process of the “unhappy- 
soul”,^ in restless change with self; in the present case, 
however, this is a conscious experience going on mside 
itself, fully conscious of bemg the notion of reason, 
while the “unhappy soul” above spoken of was only 
reason implicitly. The absolute certamty of self thus 
finds itself, qua consciousness, converted directly into 
a dymg sound, a mere objectification of its subjectivity 
or self-existence. But this world so created is the utter- 
ance of its own voice, which m hke manner it has 
dnectly heard, and only the echo of which returns to 
it. This return does not therefore mean that the self is 
there m its true reality {an und fur sich ) : for the real 
IS, for it, not an inherent being, is no per se, but its 
very self. Just as httle has consciousness itself existence, 
for the objective aspect does not succeed m becommg 
something negative of the actual self, m the same way 
as this self does not reach complete actuahty. It lacks 
force to externalize itself, the power to make itseK a 
thmg, and endure existence. It lives m dread of staming 
the radiance of its inner bemg by action and existence. 
And to preserve the purity of its heart, it flees from 
contact with actuality, and steadfastly perseveres m 
a state of self-willed impotence to renounce a self which 
is pared away to the last point of abstraction, and to 
give itself substantial existence, or, in other words, to 
transform its thought into bemg, and commit itself to 
absolute distinction [that between thought and bemg]. 
The hollow obj’eot, which it produces, now fills it, there- 
fore, with the feeling of emptiness. Its actmty consists 
in yearning, which merely loses itself in becoming an 

1 D.p 2610. 
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unsubstantial shadowy object, and, rising above this 
loss and falling back on itself, finds itself merely as 
lost. In this transparent purity of its moments it becomes 
a sorrow-laden “beautiful soul”, as it is called; its hght 
dims and dies within it, and it vanishes as a shapeless 
vapour dissolving mto thm air 

This silent fusion of the pithless unsubstantial ele- 
ments of evaporated hfe has, however, still to be taken 
in the other sense of the reality of conscience, and in 
the way its process actually appears Conscience has 
to be considered as acting. The objective moment in 
this phase of consciousness took above the determinate 
form of umversal consciousness. The knowmg of self 
is, qua this particular self, different from the other 
self Language in which all reciprocally recogmze and 
acknowledge each other as actmg conscientiously — ^this 
general equahty breaks up into the mequahty of each 
individual existing for himself, each consciousness is 
just as much reflected out of its umversahty absolutely 
into itseK as it is umversal By this means there neces- 
sarily comes about the opposition of mdividuahty to 
other mdividuals and to the umversal. And this relation 
and its process we have to consider. 

Or, agam, this umversahty and duty have the ab- 
solutely opposite significance, they signify determinate 
mdividuahty, exemptmg itself from what is umversal, 
mdividuahty which looks on pure duty as universality 
that has appeared merely on the surface and is turned 
outwards: “duty is merely a matter of words”, and 
passes for that whose being is for somethmg else. Con- 
science, which in the first mstance takes up merely 
a negative attitude towards duty, qua a given deter- 
mmate duty, knows itseK detached from it. But since 
conscience fills empty duty with a determmate content 
drawn from its own self, it is positively aware of the 

^ Cf Hegel’s remarks on Jacobi’s conception of the “beautiful soul” 
WW,X,l,p, 303 
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fact that it, qua this particular self, makes its own 
content. Its pure self, as it is empty knowledge, is 
without content and without definiteness. The content 
which it supplies to that knowledge is drawn from its 
own self, qua this determinate self, is drawn from itself 
as a natural individuality. In affirmmg the conscien- 
tiousness of its action, it is doubtless aware of its pure 
self, but m the purpose of its action — a purpose which 
brings m a concrete content — ^it is conscious of itself 
as this particular individual, and is conscious of the 
opposition between what it is for itself and what it is 
for others, of the opposition of universahty or duty and 
its state of being reflected into self away from the 
umversal. 

While m this way the opposition, into which con- 
science passes when it acts, finds expression in its inner 
life, the opposition is at the same time disparity on 
its outer side, in the sphere of existence — ^the lack of 
correspondence of its particular individuahty with refer- 
ence to another mdividual. Its special pecuharity con- 
sists in the fact that the two elements constitutmg its 
consciousness — viz. the self and the mherent nature 
{Ansich ) — ^are unequal m value and sigmficance withm 
it ; an inequahty in which they are so determmed that 
certainty of self is the essential fact as against the 
inherent nature, or the umversal, which is taken to be 
merely a moment. Over against this mternal deter- 
mination there thus stands the element of existence, 
the universal consciousness; for this latter it is rather 
umversality, duty, that is the essential fact, while 
individuahty, which exists for itself and is opposed to 
the universal, has merely the value of a superseded 
moment. The first consciousness is held to be Evil by 
the consciousness which thus stands by the fact of 
duty, because of the lack of correspondence of its 
internal subjective hfe with the umversal, and smoe at 
the same time the first consciousness declares its act 
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to be congruency with itself, to be duty and con- 
scientiousness, it IS held by that universal conscious- 
ness to be Hypocrisy. 

The course taken by this opposition is, in the first 
instance, the formal establishment of correspondence 
between what the evil consciousness is in its own 
nature and what it expressly says. It has to be made 
manifest that it evd, and its objective existence thus 
made congruent with its real nature; the hypocrisy 
must be unmasked. This return of the discordance, 
present m hypocrisy, mto the state of correspondence 
IS not at once brought to pass by the mere fact that, 
as people usually say, h5rpocrisy just proves its rever- 
ence for duty and virtue through assummg the appear- 
ance of them, and using this as a mask to hide itself 
from its own consciousness no less than from another — 
as if, m this acknowledgment and recogmtion m itself 
of its opposite, eo ipso congruency and agreement were 
implied and contained. Yet even then it is just as truly 
done with this recogmtion in words and is reflected 
iuto self; and m the very fact of its usmg the inherent 
and essential reality merely as something which has a 
sigmficance for another consciousness, there is really 
implied its own contempt for that inherent prmciple, 
and the demonstration of the worthlessness of that 
reality for all. For what lets itself be used as an 
external instrument shows itsefl to be a thmg, which 
has within it no proper weight and worth of its 
own. 

Moreover, this correspondence is not brought about 
either by the evil consciousness persistmg onesidedly 
m its own state, or by the judgment of the umversal 
consciousness. If the former demes itself as against 
the consciousness of duty, and maintams that what the 
latter pronounces to be baseness, to be absolute dis- 
cordance with universality, is an action according 
to inner law and conscience, then, in this onesided 
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assurance of identity and concord, there still remains 
its discordance with the other, since this other universal 
consciousness certamly does not heheve the assurance 
and does not acknowledge it. In other words, since 
onesided insistence on one extreme destroys itself, evil 
would indeed thereby confess to hemg evil, but in so 
doing would at once cancel itself and cease to be 
h3rpocrisy, and so would not qvM hypocrisy be un- 
masked. It confesses itself, in fact, to be evil by assert- 
ing that, while opposmg what is recogmzed as universal, 
it acts according to its own inner law and conscience 
For were this law and conscience not the law of its mdi- 
vidualityand caprice, it would not be somethmg inward, 
something private, but what is umversaUy accepted and 
acknowledged. When, therefore, any one says he acts 
towards others from a law and conscience of his own, 
he is saymg, m point of fact, that he is abusing and 
wronging them. But actual conscience is not this in- 
sistence on a knowledge and a will which are opposed 
to what is umversal; the universal is the element of 
its existence, and its very language pronounces its 
action to be recogmzed duty. 

Just as httle, when the umversal consciousness per- 
sists m its own judgment, does this unmask and dissi- 
pate hypocrisy. "V^en that universal consciousness 
stigmatizes hypocrisy as bad, base, and so on, it appeals, 
m passing such a judgment, to its own law, just as the 
evil consciousness appeals to ^ts law. Bor the former 
law makes its appearance m opposition to the latter, 
and thereby as a particular law. It has, therefore, 
no antecedent claim over the other law; rather it 
legitimizes this other law. Hence the universal con- 
sciousness, by its zeal in abusing hypocrisy, does 
precisely the opposite of what it means to do : for it 
shows that its so-oaUed “true duty”, which ought to be 
universally acknowledged, is somet hin g not acknow- 
ledged and recognized, and consequently it grants 
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the other an eq[iial right of independently existing 
on its own account 

This judgment [of universal consciousness], however, 
has, at the same time, another side to it, from which 
it leads the way to the dissolution of the opposition 
m question. Consciousness of the umversal does not 
proceed, qua real and qua acting, to deal with the evd. 
consciousness, for this latter, rather, is the real. In 
opposmg the latter, it is a consciousness which is not 
entangled m the opposition of mdividual and umversal 
mvolved in action. It stays withm the umversality of 
thought, takes up the attitude of an apprehending 
intelligence, and its first act is merely that of judgment. 
Through this judgment it now places itself, as was just 
observed, alongside the first consciousness, and the 
latter, through this hkeness between them, comes to 
see itself in this other consciousness. For the conscious- 
ness of duty mamtams the passive attitude of appre- 
hension. Thereby it is m contradiction with itself as 
the absolute will of duty, as the self that determmes 
absolutely from itself It may well preserve itself m its 
purity, for it does not act, it is hypocrisy, which wants 
to see the fact of j’udgmg taken for the actual deed, 
and mstead of provmg its uprightness and honesty by 
acts does so by expressmg fine sentiments. It is thus 
constituted entoely in the same way as that against 
which the reproach is made of puttmg its phrases m 
place of duty In both alike the aspect of reality is 
distinct from the express statements — ^m the one owmg 
to the selfish purpose of the action, m the other through 
failure to act at all, although the necessity of actmg 
is mvolved in the very speakmg of duty, for duty 
without deeds is altogether meanmgless. 

The act of judgmg, however, has also to be looked 
at as a positive act of thought and has a positive con- 
tent: this aspect makes the contradiction present m 
the apprehending consciousness, and its identity with 
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the first consciousness, still more complete The active 
consciousness declares its specific deed to be its duty, 
and the consciousness that passes judgment cannot 
deny this; for duty as such is form void of all content 
and capable of any. In other words, concrete action, 
inherently implymg diversity m its manysidedness, 
mvolves the umversal aspect, which is that which is 
taken as duty, just as much as the particular, which 
constitutes the share and mterest the mdividual has 
in the act. Now the judgmg consciousness does not 
stop at the former aspect of duty and rest content with 
the knowledge which the active agent has of this, viz. 
that this IS his dpty, the condition and the status of 
his reality. It holds on to the other aspect, diverts the, 
act into the mner realm, and explains the act from 
selfish motives and from its iimer intention, an inten- 
tion different from the act itself. As every act is capable 
of treatment m respect of its dutifulness, so, too, each 
can be considered from this other pomt of view of 
particularity; for as an act it is the reality of an 
individual. 

This process of judging, then, takes the act out of 
the sphere of its objective existence, and turns it back 
mto the inner subjective sphere, into the form of private 
or individual particularity If the act carries glory with 
it, then the inner sphere is judged as love of fame. If 
it is altogether conformity with the position of the 
mdividual, without gomg beyond this position, and is 
so constituted that the individuality in question does 
not have the position attached to it as an external 
feature, but through itself supplies concrete fillmg to 
this universality, and by that very process shows itself 
to be capable of a higher station — ^then the inner nature 
of the act is judged as ambition; and so on Smce, m 
the act m general, the mdividual who acts comes to 
see himself m objective form, or gets the feehng of his 
own bemg in his objective existence and thus attains 
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enjoyment, the judgment on the act finds the inner 
nature of it to be an impulse towards personal happi- 
ness, even though this happmess were to consist merely 
m inner moral vamty, the enjoyment of a sense of 
personal excellence, and m the foretaste and hope of 
a happmess to come. 

No act can escape bemg judged in such a way; for 
“duty for duty’s sake”, this pure purpose, is something 
unreal. What reality it has hes m the deed of some 
individuality, and the action thereby has m it the aspect 
of particularity. No hero is a hero to his valet, not, 
however, because the hero is not a hero, but because 
the valet is — ^the valet, with whom the hero has to do, 
not as a hero, but as a man who eats, drmks, and 
dresses, who, in short, appears as a private mdividual 
with certam personal wants and ideas of his own. In 
the same way, there is no act m which that process 
of judgment cannot oppose the personal aspect of the 
mdividuahty to the umversal aspect of the act, and 
play the part of the “moral” valet towards the agent. ^ 
fThe consciousness, that so passes judgment, is in 
consequence itself base and mean, because it divides 
the act up, and produces and holds to the act’s self- 
discordance. It IS, furthermore, hypocrisy, because it 
gives out this way of judgmg, not as another fashion 
of being wicked, but as the correct consciousness of the 
act; sets itself up, in its unreahty, m this vanity of 
knowing well and better, far above the deeds it decries ; 
and wants to find its mere words without deeds taken 
for an admirable kmd of reality. 

On this accoimt, then, puttmg itself on a level with 
the agent on whom it passes judgment, it is recogmzed 
by the latter as the same as himself. This latter does 
not merely find himseh apprehended as somethmg alien 
to, and discordant with, that other: but rather finds 
the other m its pecuhar constitutive character identical 

^ Cp. With above Philosophy 0 / History ^ Intro (Eng trans., p. 32 ff ) 
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With himself, Seemg this identity and giving this ex- 
pression, he openly confesses himself to the\ other, and - 
expects in hke manner that the other, havnflg m pomt 
of fact put itself on the same level, will respond m the 
same language, will therein give voice to this| identity, 
and that thus the state of mutual recognition will be 
brought about. BLis confession is not an att^itude of 
abasement or humiliation before the other, ll is not 
throwing himself away. For to give the ma{tter ex- 
pression m this way has not the one-sided ch^i^^cter 
which would fix and establish his disparity wibth the 
other: on the contrary, it is solely because of TiSeemg 
the identity of the other with him that he gives 
utterance In making his confession he announces, 
his side, their common identity, and does so folDi 
reason that language is the existence of spirit an- 
immediate self. He thus expects that the other le 
make its own contribution to this manner of existed 
But the admission on the part of the one whcf 
wicked, “I am so”, is not followed by a reply maki 
a similar confession. This was not what that way 
judging meant at all: far from it! It repels this coi 
mumty of nature, and is the “hardheartedness”, whu 
keeps to itself and rejects all continuity with the othe 
By so doing the scene is changed. The one who mac 
the confession sees himself thrust ofi, and takes th 
other to be m the wrong when he refuses to let his owi 
inner nature go forth m the obj'ective shape of an 
express utterance, when he contrasts the beauty of his' 
own soul with the wicked mdmdual, and opposes to 
the confession of the penitent the stiffnecked attitude 
of the self-consistent equable character, and the rigid 
silence of one who keeps himself to himself and refuses 
to throw himself away for some one else. Here we find 
asserted the highest pitch of revolt to which a spirit 
certain of itself can reach. For it beholds itself, qua this 
simple self-knowledge, m another conscious being, and 
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in such a way that even the external form of this other 
is not an unessential “thing”, as in the case of an object 
of wealth, but thought; knowledge itself is what is held 
opposed to it. It is this absolutely fluid continuity of 
pure knowledge which refuses to establish communi- 
cation with an other, which had, ipso facto, by makmg 
its confession, renounced separate isolated self-exis- 
tence, had affirmed its particularity to be cancelled, 
and thereby established itself as continuous with the 
other, i e, established itself as universal. The other 
however, m its own case reserves for itself its uncom- 
municative, isolated independence: in the case of the 
mdividual confessing, it reserves for him the very same 
independence, though the latter has already cast that 
away. It thereby proves itself to be a form of conscious- 
ness which IS forsaken by and denies the very nature 
of spirit ; for it does not understand that spirit, in the 
absolute certainty of itself, is master and lord over 
every deed, and over all reabty, and can reject and 
cast them ofi and make them as if they had never been. 
At the same time, it does not see the contradiction it is 
committing m not allowing a rejection, which has been 
made m express language, to pass for genume rej’ection, 
while itself has the certainty of its own spiritual Me, 
not m a concrete real act, but in its inner nature, and 
finds the objective existence of this inner being m the 
language of its own judgment. It is thus its own self 
which checks that other’s return from the act to the 
spiritual objectivity of language, and to spiritual iden- 
tity, and by its harshness produces the discordance 
which still remams. 

Now, so far as the spirit which is certain of itself, in 
the form of a “beautiful soul”, does not possess the 
strength to relinquish the self-absorbed uncommuni- 
cative knowledge of itself, it cannot attain to any 
identity with the consciousness that is repulsed, and 
so cannot succeed in seeing the umty of its self m 
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another life, cannot reach objective existence. The 
identity conies about, therefore, merely m Is negative 
way, as a state of being devoid of spiritual Character. 
The “beautiful soul”, then, has no conciet(ji^ reahty, 
it subsists in the contradiction between its 
and the necessity felt by this self to external! 
and turn mto something actual, it exists in th^i\® 
diacy of this rooted and fixed opposition, ai 
diacy which alone is the middle term reconcJ 
opposition which has been intensified to its p 
straction, and is pure being or empty nothingnes; 


the “beautiful soul”, bemg conscious of this Ci 
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diction m its unreconciled immediacy, is unhi! 
disordered, and runs to madness, wastes itsei 
yearning, and pmes away in consumption.^ Th 
it gives up, as a fact, its stubborn insistence on its^^o^ 
isolated self-existence, but only to bring forth the 
less, spiritless umty of abstract being. 

The true, that is to say the self-conscious and ac 
adjustment of the two sides is necessitated by, 
already contained in the foregoing. Breaking the hi 
heart and raismg it to the level of umversahty is t! 
same process which was expressed m the case of t 
consciousness that openly made its confession. T 
wounds of the spirit heal and leave no scars behim 
The deed is not the imperishable element; spirit tab 
it back mto itself; and the aspect of mdividualit; 
present in it, whether in the form of an intention oi 
of an existential negativity and limitation, is that which’ 
immediately passes away. The self which realizes, 
i.e. the form of the spirit’s act, is merely a moment of 
the whole; and the same is true of the knowledge 
functiomng through judgment, and estabhshmg and 
mamtainmg the distinction between the mdividual and 


^ This was the actual fate of Kovahs, the “St John of Bomanticism” 
(d 1801, set 29) Cp Hegel’s remarks on Hovahs WW , X., 1, p, 201, 
XVI„p, 500. 
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universal aspects of action. The evil consciousness, 
above spoken of, affirms this externahzation of itself 
or asserts itself as a moment, hemg drawn mto the way 
of express confession by seemg itself m another. This 
other, however, must have its onesided, unaccepted 
and unacknowledged judgment broken down, just as 
the former has to abandon its onesided unacknowledged 
existence m a state of particularity and isolation. And 
as the former displays the power of spmt over its 
reality, so this other must manifest the power of spirit 
over its constitutive, determmate notion. 

The latter, however, renounces the thought that 
divides and separates, and the harshness of the seH* 
existence which holds to such thought, for the reason 
that, in pomt of fact, it sees itself m the first. That 
which, m this way, abandons its reahty and makes 
itself mto a superseded particular “this” {Diesen), dis- 
plays itself thereby as, m fact, umversal. It turns away 
from its external reahty back mto itself as mner essence, 
and there the umversal consciousness thus knows and 
fiLnds itself. 

The forgiveness it extends to the first is the renun- 
ciation of self, of its unreal essence, smce it identifies 
with this essence that other which was real action, and 
recognizes what was called bad — a determmation 
assigned to action by thought — to be good; or rather 
it lets go and gives up this distmction of determmate 
thought with its self-existent determinmg judgment, 
just as the other forgoes determining the act m isola- 
tion and for its own private behoof. The word of recon- 
ciliation IS the objectively existent spmt, which imme- 
diately apprehends the pure knowledge of itself qua 
umversal essence in its opposite, m the pure knowledge 
of itself qua absolutely self-confined single mdividual — 
a reciprocal recognition which is Absolute Spirit. 

Absolute Spirit enters existence merely at the cul- 
minatmg point at which its pure knowledge about itself 
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is the opposition and interchange with itself. Knowing 
that its pure knowledge is the abstract essential reality. 
Absolute Spirit is this knowing duty in absolute oppo- 
sition to the knowledge which knows itself, qua absolute 
singleness of self, to be the essentially real. The former 
is the pure contmuity of the universal, which knows 
the in^viduahty, that knows itself the real, to be 
inherently naught, to be evil. The latter, agam, is 
absolute discreteness, which knows itself absolute in its 
pure oneness, and knows the universal is the unreal 
which exists only for others. Both aspects are refined 
and clarified to this degree of purity, where there is no 
seK-less existence left, no negative of consciousness in 
either of them, where, instead, the one element of 
“duty” is the self -identical character of its self-kmow- 
ledge, and the other element of “evil” equally has its 
purpose m its own inner being and its reality its 
own mode of utterance. The content of this utterance 
IS the substance that gives this spirit subsistence; vhe 
utterance is the assurance of the certamty of spirit 
within its own self. 

These spirits, both certain of themselves, have each 
no other purpose than its own pure self, and no other 
reality and existence than just this pure self. But they 
are still different, and the difference is absolute, because 
holding within this element of the pure notion. The 
difference is absolute, too, not merely for us [tracing 
the experience], but for the notions themselves which 
stand m this opposition. For while these notions are 
mdeed determinate and specific relatively to one an- 
other, they are at the same time in themselves universal, 
so that they fill out the whole range of the self; and 
this self has no other content than this its own deter- 
mmate constitution, which neither transcends the self 
nor is more restricted than it. For the one factor, the 
absolutely universal, is pure self-knowledge as well as 
the other, the absolute discreteness of single indivi- 
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duality, and both are merely this pure self-knowledge 
Both determinate factors, then, are cognizmg pure 
notions which know qua notions, whose very deter- 
minateness is immediately knowmg, or, m other words, 
whose relationship and opposition is the Ego. Because 
of this they are /or one another these absolute opposites; 
it IS what is completely inner that has m this way come 
mto opposition to itself and entered objective existence; 
they constitute pure knowledge, which, owmg to this 
opposition, takes the form of consciousness. But as yet 
it IS not self-(jonse%ousnes8. It obtains this actualization 
m the course of the process through which this oppo- 
sition passes. Eor this opposition is really itself the 
indiscrete continuity and identity of ego=ego, and 
each by itseK inherently cancels itself j'ust through the 
contradiction in its pure universahty, which, while 
implymg continuity and identity, at the same time stiU 
resists its identity with the other, and separates itself 
from it. Through this rehnquishment of separate self- 
hood, the knowledge, which m its existence is in a state 
of diremption, returns mto the umty of the seH; it is 
the concrete actual Ego, universal knowledge of self m 
its absolute opposite, m the knowledge which is mternal 
to and withm the self, and which, because of the very 
purity of its separate subjective existence, is itself 
completely universal. The reconciling affirmation, the 
“yes”, with which both egos desist from their existence 
m opposition, is the existence of the ego expanded mto 
a duahty, an ego which remains therem one and iden- 
tical with itself, and possesses the certainty of itself 
m its complete relmquishment and its opposite: it is 
God appearing in the midst of those who know them- 
selves m the form of pure knowledge. 




(CC) 

RELIGION 




VII 


RELIGION 

The appearance of Absolute Spirit as a pimciple constituting on its 
own account a distinctive stage of expoiience is at once a demand of 
the preceding dev’-elopment and a condition of making expeiienco solf- 
completo Finite or socialized spuitiial existence is at its best incapable 
of estabhshmg the tiiith that “Spirit is the only leahty”, for the more 
finite spirit appioximates to tho state ot claiming to be self contained 
the moi e is it dependent on universal self consciousness A tians-fiiute or 
Absolute Spiiitual Being as such is thus necessary to lealize and sustain 
the fullness of meanmg which finite spirit possesses Moieover, if “the 
truth IS the whole”, and only so is truth self -complete and self -explammg, 
and if reality is essentially spiritual — then expeiience only finds its 
complete meaning lealized in the pmiciple of Absolute Spuit Hence 
the final stage of the Phenomenology of expeiience is the appeal ance 
therein of Absolute Spuit Moreov^er, Absolute Spiiit, in its own dis- 
tmctive existence, could only appeal at the end of the process of 
experience, for the whole of that piocess is leqiuiod to leveal and to 
constitute the substance of which the Absolute consists But the pocu- 
liaiity of the stage now leached is that here the Absolute opoiates in its 
undivided totality to foim a definito typo of oxpeiieiico, oi, in the 
language of the text, we have the Absolute hoie “conscious of its self” 
No doubt, in all the previous stages, “consciousness”, “self conscious- 
ness”, “reason”, “spirit”, the Absolute has been implied as a limitmg 
prmciple, at once substantiating and determmmg the boundaries of 
each stage hence each stage had an Absolute of its own, the character 
of which was derived in each case from the peculiarity of the stage 
m question Now, howev^er, we have the Absolute by itself, in its 
single self -completeness, as the sole formative factor of a certain type 
of experience 

The Absolute, then, m its own self -complete reality ajipeais as the 
constitutive pimciple of expeiience Tho expeiience hoio is tho self- 
consciousness of Absolute Spiiit, it appears to itself in all its objects 
Smee all the modes of finitude hitherto considoied (consciousness, self- 
consciousness, etc ) aie embraced m its singlo totality, it may use each 
and all of these various modes as the media tliroiigh and in which 
to appear When it appeals in and through these modes of finitude 
we have the attitude of Religion Since these modes, as wo saw, differ, 
the religious attitude differs, and accordmgly we have various types 
or forms of religion 

Each of these forms, m and through which the Absolute appears, is 
circumscribed m its nature and process ; each is per se madequate to the 
revelation of complete absolute self -consciousness hence the variety of 
rehgions is necessitated by and is mdirectly due to the failme of any 
one type and the madequacy of every single type to reveal the Absolute 
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completely A foim of appeal ance or self manifestation of the Absolute 
IS therefoie demanded which will reveal Absolute Spiiit adequately to 
itseK as it essentially is in itself Here it will know itself, so to say, face 
to face, and with perfect completeness. This form is Absolute Knowledge 
Hence Kehgion and Absolute I^owledge are the final stages in the 
argument of the Phenomenology The former is dealt with in the imme- 
diately succeedmg section (VII) and its various subsections , the latter 
forms the subject of the concludmg section (VIII) of the work 



RELIGION IN GENERAL 


In the forms of experience hitherto dealt with — ^which 
are distinguished broadly as Conscionsness, Self -con- 
sciousness, Reason, and Spirit — ^Religion also, the con- 
sciousness of Absolute Being ui general, has no doubt 
made its appearance But that was from the point of 
view of consciousness, when it has the Absolute Bemg 
for its object. Absolute Being, however, m its own 
distmctive nature, the Self-consciousness of Spirit, has 
not appeared in those forms. 

Even at the plane of Consciousness, viz. when this 
takes the shape of “Understanding”, there is a con- 
sciousness of the supersenuous, of the inner beiog of 
objective existence But the supersensible, the eternal, 
or whatever we care to call it, is devoid of selfhood. 
It is merely, to begm with, something universal, which 
is a long way still from bemg spiiit knowmg itself as 
spirit 

Then there was Self-consciousness, which came to 
its final shape m the “unhappy consciousness”; that 
was merely the pam and sorrow of spirit wrestling to 
get itself out mto objectivity once more, but not suc- 
ceeding. The unity of individual seK-consciousness with 
its unchangeable Being, which is what this stage arrives 
at, remains, in consequence, a “beyond”, somethmg 
afar off. 

The immediate existence of Reason (which we found 
arising out of that state of sorrow), and the special 
shapes which reason assumes, have no form of religion, 
because self-consciousness in the case of reason knows 
itself or looks for itself in the direct and immediate 
present. 

On the other hand, in the world of the Ethical Order, 
we met with a type of religion, the religion of the nether 
world. This is belief m the fearful and unknown dark- 
ness of Rate, and m the Eumenides of the spirit of the 
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departed: the former being pure negation taking the 
form of universality, the latter the same negation but 
m the form of mdividuahty. Absolute Being is, then, 
m the latter shape no doubt the self and is present, 
as there is no other way for the self to he except present. 
But the mdividual self is this individual ghostly shade, 
which keeps the universal element. Fate, separated 
from itseK. It is indeed a shade, a ghost, a cancelled 
and superseded particular, and so a universal self. But 
that negative meaning has not yet turned round into 
this latter positive significance, and hence the self, so 
cancelled and transcended, still direotly means at the 
same time this particular being, this msubstantial 
reahty. Fate, however, without self remams the dark- 
ness of mght devoid of consciousness, which never 
comes to draw distmotions within itseK, and never 
attains the clearness of seK-knowledge, 

This behef in a necessity that produces nothingness, 
this belief m the nether world, becomes behef in Heaven, 
because the seK which has departed must be muted 
with its umversal nature, must unfold what it contams 
in terms of this umversahty, and thus become clear to 
itseK. This kmgdom of behef, however, we saw unfold 
its content merely m the element of refl.ective thought 
(Denken), without bringing out the true notion (Begnff) ; 
and we saw it, on that account, perish in its final fate, 
VIZ m the religion of enlightenment. Here m this typ)e 
of rehgion, the supersensible beyond, which we found 
m “understanding”, is remstated, but m such a way 
that seK-consciousness rests and feels satisfied m the 
mundane present, not in the “beyond”, and knows the 
supersensible beyond, void and empty, unknowable, 
and devoid of aU terrors, neither as a seK nor as power 
and might. 

In the rehgion of Morahty it is at last reinstated that 
Absolute Reality is a positive content; but that content 
IS bound up with the negativity characteristic of the 



RELIGION 


687 


enlightenment. The content is an objective being, which 
is at the same time taken back mto the self, and remains 
there enclosed, and is a content with mternal distinc- 
tions, while its parts are jnst as immediately negated 
as they are posited. The final destmy, however, which 
absorbs this contradictory process, is the self conscious 
of itself as the controUmg necessity {SchicTcsal) of what 
is essential and actual. 

Spirit knowmg its self is m religion primarily and 
immediately its own pure self-consciousness. Those 
modes of it above considered — “objective spirit”, 
“spirit estranged from itself” and “spirit certain of its 
self” — ^together constitute what it is m its condition of 
consciousness, the state in which, bemg objectively 
opposed to its own world, it does not therehi apprehend 
and consciously possess itself. But in Conscience it 
brings itself as well as its objective world as a whole 
mto subjection, as also its idea^ and its various specific 
conceptions,® and is now self-consciousness at home 
with itself. Here spirit, represented as an object, has 
the significance for itself of being Universal Spirit, 
which contains within itself all that is ultimate and 
essential and aU that is concrete and actual, yet is not 
m the form of freely subsisting actuality, or of the 
apparent independence of external nature. It has a 
shape, no doubt, the form of objective bemg, m that 
it is object of its own consciousness, but because this 
consciousness is affirmed in religion with the essential 
character of bemg self-consciousness, the form or shape 
assumed is one perfectly transparent to itself; and the 
reality spirit contams is enclosed in it, or transcended 
in it, just in the same way as when we speak of “all 
reahty” ; it is “aU reality”, but universal reahty only m 
the sense of an object of thought. 

Smce, then, m religion, the pecuHar characteristic 
of what is properly consciousness of spirit does not 

^ Vorstelhmg ^ Beg) iff. 
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have the form of detached mdependent otherness, the 
existence of spirit is distinct from its self -consciousness, 
and its actual reality proper falls outside rehgion. There 
IS no doubt one spirit m both, but its consciousness 
does not embrace both together, and religion appears 
as a part of existence, of acting, and of striving, whose 
other part is the hfe lived within spirit’s own actual 
world. As we now know that spirit in its own world 
and spirit conscious of itself as spirit, i.e. spirit m the 
sphere of religion, are the same, the completion of 
religion consists in the two forms becoming identical 
with one another: not merely m its reality being grasped 
and embraced by religion, but conversely — ^it, as spirit 
conscious of itself, becomes actual to itself, and real 
object of its own consciousness. 

So far as spirit m religion presents itself to itself, it 
IS indeed consciousness, and the reality enclosed within 
it IS the shape and garment m which it clothes its idea 
of itself. The reality, however, does not m this presen- 
tation get proper justice done to it, that is to say, it 
does not get to be an mdependent and free objective 
existence and not merely a garment. And conversely, 
because that reality lacks withm itself its completion, 
it IS a determinate shape or form, which does not attain 
to what it ought to reveal, viz. spirit conscious of itself. 
That spirit’s shape might express spirit itself, the shape 
would have to be nothmg else than spirit, and spirit 
would have to appear to itself, or to be actual, as it 
is in its own essential being. Only thereby, too, would 
be attained — ^what may seem to demand the opposite 
— ^that the obj'ect of its consciousness has, at the same 
time, the form of free and independent reality. But 
only spirit which is object to itself in the shape of 
Absolute Spirit, is as much aware of being a free and 
independent reality as it remains therein conscious of 
itself. 

Since in the first instance self-consciousness and con- 
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sciousness simply, religion, and spirit as it is externally 
in its world, or the objective existence of spirit, are 
distinct, the latter consists in the totality of spirit, so 
far as its moments are separated from each other and 
each IS set forth by itself. These moments, however, are 
consciousness, seli-consciousness, reason, and spu’it — 
spirit, that is, qvxi immediate spirit, which is not yet 
consciousness of spirit. Then totahty, taken aU together, 
constitutes the mundane existence of spirit as a whole ; 
spirit as such contains the previous separate embodi- 
ments m the form of umversal determinations of its 
own bemg, in those moments just named. Religion 
presupposes that these have completely run their 
course, and is their simple totality, their absolute 
Self and soul. 

The course which these traverse is, moreover, m 
relation to religion, not to be pictured as a temporal 
sequence. It is only spirit in its entirety that is in time, 
and the shapes assumed, which are specific embodiments 
of the whole of spmt as such, present themselves in 
a sequence one after the other. For it is only the whole 
which properly has reality, and hence the form of pure 
freedom relatively to anything else, the form which 
takes expression as time. But the moments of the whole, 
consciousness, seK-consciousness, reason, and spirit, 
have, because they are moments, no existence separate 
from one another. 

Just as spirit was distmct from its moments, we have 
further, m the third place, to distmguish from these 
moments their specific mdividuated character. Each 
of those moments, in itself, we saw broke up agam m 
a process of development aU its own, and took various 
shapes and forms: as e.g. in the case of consciousness, 
sensuous certainty and perception were distmct phases. 
These latter aspects f aU apart in time from one another, 
and belong to a specific particular whole. For spirit 
descends from its universality to assume an individual 
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form through specific determination. This determina- 
tion, or mediate element, is consciousness, self-con- 
sciousness, and so on But ^nd^mdual^ty is constituted 
just hy the forms assumed by these moments. Hence 
these exhibit and reveal spirit m its mdividuahty or 
concrete reahty, and are distmguished m time from one 
another, though m such a way that the succeedmg 
retams withm it the precedmg. 

While, therefore, religion is the completion of the 
life of spirit, its final and complete expression, mto 
which, as bemg them ground, its mdividual moments, 
consciousness, seK-consciousness, reason, and spirit, 
return and have returned, they, at the same time, 
together constitute the objectively existmg realization 
of spmit in its totality; as such spirit is real only as the 
movmg process of these aspects which it possesses, a 
process of distinguishmg them and returmng back mto 
itself. In the process of these umversal moments is 
contamed the development of rehgion generally. Smce, 
however, each of these attributes was set forth and 
presented, not only m the way it m general determmes 
itself, but as it IS m and for itself, i e. as, withm its 
own bemg, running its course as a distmct whole — ^there 
has thus arisen not merely the development of religion 
generally; those mdependently complete processes pur- 
sued by the mdividual phases or moments of spmit 
contam at the same time the determinate forms of 
rehgion itself. Spirit m its entirety, spmit m rehgion, 
IS once more the process from its immediacy to the 
attamment of a knowledge of what it implicitly or 
immediately is, and is the process of attaimng the state 
where the shape and form, m which it appears as an 
object for its own consciousness, will be perfectly 
adequate to its essential nature, and where it will 
behold itself as it is. 

In this development of rehgion, then, spirit itself 
assumes defimte shapes, which constitute the distinc- 
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tions involved m this process: and at the same time 
a determinate or specific form of religion has likewise 
an actual spirit of a specific character. Thus, if con- 
sciousness, self-consciousness, reason, and spirit belong 
to self-knowing spirit m general, m a similar way the 
specific shapes, which self-knowing spirit assumes, 
appropriate and adopt the distmctive forms which were 
specially developed m the case of each of the stages — 
consciousness, self-consciousness, reason, and spirit. 
The determmate shape, assumed m a given case by 
religion, appropriates, from among the forms belongmg 
to each of its moments, the one adapted to it, and makes 
this its actual spirit. Any one determmate attitude 
of religion pervades and permeates all aspects of its 
actual existence, and stamps them with this common 
feature. 

In this way the arrangement now assumed by the 
forms and shapes which have thus far appeared, is 
different from the way they appeared in their own 
order. On this pomt we may note shortly at the out- 
set what is necessary In the series we considered, each 
moment, exhaustively elaboratmg its entire content, 
evolved and formed itself into a single whole withm 
its own peculiar prmciple. And knowledge was the inner 
depth, or the spirit, wherein the moments, havmg no 
subsistence of their own, possessed their substance. 
This substance, however, has now at length made its 
appearance; it is the deep hfe of spirit certam of itself; 
it does not allow the prmciple belongmg to each 
mdividual form to get isolated, and become a whole 
withm itself: rather it coUeots all these moments into 
its own content, keeps them together, and advances 
withm this total wealth of its concrete actual spirit; 
while all its particular moments take mto themselves 
and receive together m common the like determmate 
character of the whole. This spirit certain of itself and 
the process it goes through — ^this is their true reality, 
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the independent self-subsistence, which belongs to each 
individually. 

Thus while the previous linear series in its advance 
marked the retrogressive steps in it by knots, but thence 
went forward again m one linear stretch, it is now, as 
it were, broken at these knots, these universal moments, 
and falls asunder mto many Imes, which, being bound 
together into a single bundle, combine at the same time 
s3rmmetricaUy, so that the similar distinctions, in which 
each separately took shape within its own sphere, meet 
together. 

For the rest, it is seh-evident from the whole argu- 
ment, how this co-ordmation of umversal directions, 
just mentioned, is to be understood, so that it becomes 
superfluous to remark that these distinctions are to be 
taken to mean essentially and only moments of the 
process of development, not parts. In the case of actual 
concrete spirit they are attributes of its substance; in 
religion, on the other hand, they are only predicates 
of the subject. In the same way, mdeed, aU forms in 
general are, m themselves or for us, contamed in spirit 
and contamed in every spirit. But the mam point of 
importance, m deahng with its reahty, is solely what 
determmate character it has in its consciousness, in 
which specific character it has expressed its self, or 
m what shape it knows its essential nature. 

The distmction made between actual spmt and that 
same spirit which knows itself as spirit, or between 
itself qua consciousness and qua self-consciousness, is 
transcended and done away with m the case where 
spirit knows itself m its real truth. Its consciousness 
and its self-consciousness have come to terms. But, as 
religion is here to begin with and immediately, this 
distmction has not yet reverted to spirit. It is merely 
the conception, the principle, of rehgion that is estab- 
lished at first. In this the essential element is self- 
consciousness, which IS conscious of being aU truth, 
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and which contains all reality within that truth. This 
self-consciousness, being consciousness [and so aware 
of an object], has itself for its object Spirit, which 
knows itseK m the first instance immediately, is thus 
to itself spirit m the form of immediacy; and the specific 
character of the shape m which it appears to itself is 
that of pure simple bemg. This bemg, this bare exis- 
tence, has mdeed a fillmg drawn neither from sensation 
or manifold matter, nor from any other one-sided 
moments, purposes, and determinations ; its fillmg is 
solely spirit, and is known by itself to be all truth and 
reahty. Such fillmg is in this first form not m adequate 
agreement with its own shape; spirit qua ultimate 
essence is not in accord with its consciousness. It is 
actual only as Absolute Spirit, when it is also for itself 
m its truth as it is m its certamty of itself, or, when 
the extremes, mto which spirit qua consciousness falls, 
exist for one another m spiritual shape. The embodi- 
ment adopted by spirit quxi object of its own conscious- 
ness, remains filled by the certamty of spirit, and this 
self-certamty constitutes its substance. Through this 
content, the degradmg of the object to bare objectivity, 
to the form of somethmg that negates self-consciousness, 
disappears. The immediate unity of spirit with itself is 
the fundamental basis, or pure consciousness, mside 
which consciousness breaks up mto its constituent 
elements [viz. an object with subject over agamst it]. 
In this way, shut up withm its pure self-consciousness, 
spirit does not exist m religion as the creator of a 
nature in general; rather what it produces m the course 
of this process are its shapes qua spirits, which together 
constitute all that it can reveal when it is completely 
manifested. And this process itself is the development 
of its perfect and complete actuality through the 
mdividual aspects thereof, i.e. through its imperfect 
modes of realization. 

The first realization of spirit is just the principle and 
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notion of religion itself — religion as immediate and thus 
Natural Religion Here spirit knows itself as its object 
m a “naturab’ or immediate shape. The second realiza- 
tion, is, however, necessarily that of knowmg itself m 
the shape of transcended and superseded natural exis- 
tence, 1 e. m the form of self. This therefore is Religion 
m the form of Art. For the shape it adopts is raised 
to the form of self through the productive activity of 
consciousness, by which this consciousness beholds in 
its object its own action, i e. sees the self. The third 
realization, finally, cancels the one-sidedness of the 
first two: the self is as much an immediate self as the 
immediacy is a self. If spirit m the first is m the form 
of consciousness, and m the second m that of self- 
consciousness, it is m the third m the form of the umty 
of both; it has then the shape of what is completely 
seh-contamed [An-und-Fursichseyns ) , and m bemg thus 
presented as it is m and for itself, this is Revealed 
Rehgion. Although spirit, however, here reaches its 
true shape, the very shape assumed and the conscious 
presentation are an aspect or phase still unsurmounted; 
and from this spirit has to pass over mto the life of 
the Notion, ia order therem completely to resolve the 
form of objectivity, m the notion which embraces 
withm itself this its oim opposite. 

It is then that spirit has grasped its own prmciple, 
the notion of itself, as so far only we [who analyse 
spirit] have grasped it; and its shape, the element of 
its existence, m bemg the notion, is then spirit itself. 
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The aiiangement of the analysis of Religion and the divisions into 
the vaiions subsections are, as indicated in the preceding note (p 683), 
detei mined by the geneial development of experience That development 
IS fiom the immediate tlnoiigh mediation to the fusion of immediacy 
and mediation The stages of the development of expeiience are Con- 1 
sciousness. Self-consciousness, Reason, the lattei leadmg to its highest \ 
level — ^finite Spiritual existence The development of Religion follows 
these various ways in which objects are given in experience, and the 
thiee chief divisions of Religion aie determined accordmgly ISTaturai 
Religion IS religion at the level of Consciousness, Art, Religion at the 
level of Self-consciousness, Revealed Religion is Religion at the level 
of Reason and Spnit Bach of these is again subdivided, and the 
subdivision follows moie oi less closely the vaiious subdivisions of 
these thiee ultimate levels of expeiience — Consciousness, etc Thus, 
in Natural Religion, we have Religion at the level of Sense -certainty 
— ‘Bight” Religion at the level of Perception — “Life” and Religion 
at the level of Uiideistanding — the lecipiocal relation constituted by 
the “play of forces” appeals as the relation of the “Axtificei” to his 
own pioduct 

The geneial pimciple is not woiked out in detail, with the same 
obviousness, m the case of the other two primary types of Religion — 
Art and Revealed Religion But the same general method of develop- 
ment IS pursued m these cases 

The historical material before the mind of the VTxiter is, as might 
be expected, the various rehgions which have historically appeared 
amongst manlond These religions are treated, however, as illustrations 
of prmciples dommatmg the leligious consciousness m general, rather 
than as merely historical phenomena 

- With the succeeding argument should be read Hegel’s Philosophy 
of ReUgiorif Part II, Sections I and II, and Part III 



NATUBAL RELIGION ^ 


Spirit knowing spirit is consciousness of itself; and is 
to itself in tke form of objectivity. It %s; and is at the 
same time self-existence {Fursiclisein). It is for itself; 
it IS the aspect of self-consciousness, and is so in con- 
trast to the aspect of its consciousness, the aspect by 
which it relates itseK to itself as object. In its con- 
sciousness there is the opposition and m consequence 
the determinateness of the form in which it appears 
to itself and knows itself. It is with this determmate- 
ness of shape that we have alone to do in considermg 
religion, for its essential unembodied principle, its pure 
notion, has already come to light. The distmction of 
consciousness and self-consciousness, however, falls at 
the same time withm this notion The form or shape of 
religion does not contain the existence of spirit in the 
sense of its being nature detached and free from 
thought, nor m the sense of its being thought detached 
from existence. The shape assumed by religion is exist- 
ence contamed and preserved m thought as well as a 
somethmg thought which is consciously existent 
It IS by the determmate character of this form, m 
which spirit knows itself, that one religion is distm- 
guished from another. But we have at the same time 
to note that the systematic exposition of this knowledge 
about itself, m terms of this mdividual specific charac- 
ter, does not as a fact exhaust the whole nature of an 
actual religion. The series of different religions, which 
will come before us, just as much sets forth agam 
merely the different aspects of a single religion, and 
indeed of every single rehgion, and the imagery, the 
conscious ideas, which seem to mark off one concrete 
religion from another, make then appearance m each. 
All the same the diversity must also be looked at as 
a diversity of rehgion. For while spirit fives in the dis- 

1 Primarily Oriental religion. 
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tinction of its consciousness and its self-consciousness, 
the process it goes through finds its goal in the trans- 
cendence of this fundamental distinction and in givmg 
the form of self-consciousness to the given shape which 
IS object of consciousness. This distmction, however, is 
not eo %'pso transcended by the fact that the shapes, 
which that consciousness contams, have also the 
moments of self in them, and that God is 'presented as 
seH-consciousness. The consciously presented self is not 
the actual concrete seh. In order that this, like every 
other more specific determination of the shape, may 
in truth belong to this shape, it has partly to be put 
into this shape by the action of self-consciousness, and 
partly the lower determmation must show itself to be 
cancelled and transcended and comprehended by the 
higher. For what is consciously presented {vorgestelU) 
only ceases to be somethmg “presented" and alien to 
spirit’s knowledge, by the self having produced it, and 
so viewing the determmation of the object as its own 
determmation, and hence seeing itself m that object. 
By this operation, the lower determination [that of 
bemg somethmg “presented”] has at once vanished; 
for doing anythmg is a negative process which is carried 
through at the expense of somethmg else. So far as 
that lower determination still continues to appear, it 
has withdrawn into the condition of unessentiality: 
just as, on the other hand, where the lower still pre- 
dominates, while the higher is also present, the one 
coexists m a self-less way alongside of the other. While, 
therefore, the various ideas faUing within a single 
religion no doubt exhibit the whole course taken by 
the forms of religion, the character of each is deter- 
mmed by the particular unity of consciousness and 
self-consciousness; that is to say, by the fact that the 
self-consciousness has taken mto itself the determina- 
tion belonging to the object of consciousness, has, by 
its own action, made that determination altogether its 
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own, and knows it to be the essential one as compared 
with the others. 

The truth of belief in a given determination of the 
religious spirit shows itself m this, that the actual spu’it 
IS constituted after the same manner as the shape m 
which spirit beholds itself m religion, thus e g. the 
incarnation of God, which is found m Eastern religion, 
has no truth, because the concrete actual spirit of this 
religion is without the reconciliation this principle 
imphes. 

It is not m place here to return from the totality 
of specific determinations back to the individual deter- 
mination, and show m what shape the plenitude of all 
the others is contamed withm it and withm its par- 
ticular form of rehgion. The higher form, when put 
back under a lower, is deprived of its significance for 
self-conscious spirit, belongs to spirit merely in a super- 
ficial way, and is for it at the level of presentation. 
The higher form has to be considered in its own pecuhar 
significance, and dealt with where it is the prmciple of 
a particular rehgion, and is certified and approved by 
its actual spirit. 



a 

GOD AS LIGHTt 

Spirit, as the absolute Being, -which is self-conscious- 
ness — or the self-conscious absolute Bemg, which is all 
truth and knows aU reality as itself — ^is, to begm with, 
merely its notion and principle m contrast to the reality 
which it gives itself m the process of its conscious 
activity. And this notion is, as contrasted with the 
clear daylight of that explicit development, the dark- 
ness and mght of its mner life; m contrast to the 
existence of its various moments as mdependent forms 
or shapes, this notion is the creative secret of its birth 
This secret has its revelation -withm itself; for existence 
has its necessary place m this notion, because this 
notion is spirit knowmg itseK, and thus possesses in 
its own nature the moment of bemg consciousness and 
of presentmg itseK objectively. We have here the pure 
ego, which in its externahzation, m itseK qua umversal 
object, has the certamty of seK; m other words, this 
object is, for the ego, the interfusion of aK thought and 
aK reahty. 

When the first and immediate cleavage is made 
withm seK-knowmg Absolute Spirit, its shape assumes 
that character which belongs to immediate conscious- 
ness or to sense-certamty. It beholds itseK m the form 
of h&ing; but not bemg in the sense of what is without 
spirit, containing only the contmgent qualities of sen- 
sation — ^the kmd of bemg that belongs to sense-cer- 
tamty. Its being is filled with the content of spirit. It 
also includes withm it the form which we found in the 
case of immediate seK-consciousness, the form of lord 
and master,^ m regard to the seK-oonsciousness of spirit 
which retreats from its object. 


^ Parses religion 

^ Term applied in e.g Judaism and Mohannnedanism. 
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This being, having as its content the notion of spirit, 
IS, then, the shape of spirit in relation simply to itself 
— ^the form of havmg no special shape at all. In virtue 
of this characteristic, this shape is the pure all-con- 
taining, aU-suffusmg Light of the Sunrise, which pre- 
serves itseH m its formless mdetermmate substantiality. 
Its counterpart, its otherness, is the equally simple 
negative — Darkness. The processes of its own exter- 
nalization, its creations m the unresisting element of 
its counterpart, are bursts of Light. At the same time 
m their ultimate simphcity they are its way of becom- 
ing somethmg for itself, and its return from its objective 
existence, streams of fire consummg its embodiment. 
The distmction, which it gives itself, no doubt thrives 
abundantly on the substance of existence, and shapes 
itself as the diverse forms of nature. But the essential 
simplicity of its thought rambles and roves about 
mconstant and mconsistent, enlarges its bounds to 
measureless extent, and its beauty heightened to splen- 
dour is lost m its subhmity.^ 

The content, which this state of pure being evolves, 
its perceptive activity, is, therefore, an unreal by-play 
on this substance which merely rises, without settmg 
mto itself to become subject and secure firmly its dis- 
tmctions through the seH. Its determinations are merely 
attributes, which do not succeed in attaining inde- 
pendence; they remam merely names of the One, called 
by many names. This One is clothed with the mamfold 
powers of existence and with the shapes of reahty, as 
with a souUess, selfless ornament, they are merely 
messengers of its mighty power, ^ claiming no wiU of 
their own, visions of its glory, voices m its praise. 

This revel of heavmg life® must, however, assume the 
character of distmotive self-existence, and give endurmg 
subsistence to its fleetmg shapes. Immediate bemg, m 

1 Cp. Fhiloa of Rehg., W W., XI, 403, 404, 411 

“ Angels, 3 0 p ^ ^ 339 , 
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which it places itself over against its own consciousness, 
is itself the negative destructive agency which dissolves 
its distinctions. It is thus in truth the Seh, and spnit 
therefore passes on to know itself in the form of self. 
Pure Light scatters its simplicity as an infinity of 
separate forms, and presents itself as an offermg to 
self-existence, that the mdividual may take sustam- 
ment to itself from its substance. 



6 


PLANTS AND ANIMALS AS OBJECTS OP RELIGION i 

Self-conscious spirit, passing away from abstract, 
formless essence and gomg into itself — or, in other 
words, havmg raised its immediacy to the level of 
Self — makes its simple imity assume the character of 
a manifold of self-existmg entities, and is the religion 
of spiritual sense-perception. Here spirit breaks up mto 
an innumerable plurahty of weaker and stronger, richer 
and poorer spirits. This Pantheism, which, to begm 
with, consists m the quiescent subsistence of these 
spiritual atoms, passes mto a process of active mternal 
hostility. The innocence, which characterizes the flower 
and plant rehgions, and which is merely the selfless 
idea of Self, gives way to the seriousness of strugghng 
warrmg life, to the guilt of animal religions, the quies- 
cence and impotence of contemplative mdividuality 
pass mto the destructive activity of separate self- 
existence. 

It IS of no avail to have removed the hfelessness 
of abstraction from the thmgs of perception, and to 
have raised them to the level of realities of spiritual 
perception: the animation of this spiritual kingdom 
has death in the heart of it, owmg to the determinate- 
ness and the negativity, which overcome and trench 
upon the mnocent indifference [of the various species 
of plants] to one another. Owmg to this determmateness 
and negativity, the dispersion of spirit mto the multi- 
plicity of the passive plant-forms becomes a hostile 
process, m which the hatred stirred up by their inde- 
pendent self-existence rages and consumes. 

The actual self-consciousness at work in this dis- 
persed and dismtegrated spirit, takes the form of a 
multitude of mdividuahzed mutually-antipathetic folk- 

1 Primarily religions of India 
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spirits, who fight and hate each other to the death, and 
consciously accept certain specific forms of animals as 
their essential being and nature d for they are nothmg 
else than spirits of animals, or ammal lives separate 
and cut off from one another, and with no umversality 
consciously present in them. 

The characteristic of purely negative independent 
self-existence, however, consumes itself in this active 
hatred towards one another, and through this process, 
involved in its very prmciple, spirit enters into another 
shape. Independent seK-existence cancelled and abol- 
ished is the form of the object, a form which is pro- 
duced by the self, or rather is the self produced, the 
self -consuming self, i e. the self that becomes a “thing”. 
The agent at work, therefore, retams the upper hand 
over these animal spirits merely tearmg each other to 
pieces, and his action is not merely negative, but com- 
posed and positive. The consciousness of spirit is, thus, 
now the process which is above and beyond the imme- 
diate inherent [umversal] nature, as well as transcends 
the abstract self-existence m isolation. Since the im- 
pheit inherent nature is reduced, through opposition, 
to the level of a specific character, it is no longer the 
proper form of Absolute Spirit, but a reality which its 
consciousness finds lying over against itself as an 
ordinary existing fact and cancels; at the same time 
this consciousness is not merely this negative canceUmg 
self-existent bemg, but produces its own objective idea 
of itseK, — seK-existence put forth in the form of an 
object. This process of production is, all the same, not 
yet perfect production; it is a conditioned activity, the 
forming of a given material. 


^ Sacred animals m Indian religion. 



c 

THE AKTIFICER ^ 

Spirit, then, here takes the form of the artificer, and 
its action, when producing itself as object, but without 
having as yet grasped the thought of itseK, is an 
instinctive kind of working, like bees building their 
cells. 

The first form, because immediate, has the abstract 
character of “understanding”, and the work accom- 
plished IS not yet m itself endued with spirit. The 
crystals of Pyramids and Obelisks, simple combinations 
of straight Imes with even surfaces and equal relations 
of parts m which the mcommensurability of roundness 
IS set aside — these are the works produced by this 
artificer, the worker of the strict form. Owmg to the 
purely abstract mteUigible nature of the form, the work 
IS not m itself its own true significance, it is not the 
spiritual self. Thus, either the works produced only 
receive spirit mto them as an alien, departed spmt, 
one that has forsaken its hvmg suffusion and permeation 
with reahty, and, bemg itself dead, enters mto these 
lifeless crystals; or they take up an external relation to 
spirit as somethmg which is itself there externally and 
not as spmt — ^they are related to it as to the Orient 
Light, which throws its significance on them. 

The separation of elements from which spirit as 
artificer starts — ^the separation of the imphcit essential 
nature, which becomes the material it works upon, 
and mdependent self-existence, which is the aspect of 
the self-consciousness at work — ^this division has become 
objective to spirit m its work. Its further endeavour 
has to be directed to cancelling and domg away with 
this separation of soul and body; it must strive to 
clothe and give embodied shape to soul per se, and 


^ Egyptian religions. 
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endow the body with soul. The two aspects, in that 
they are brought closer to one another, bear towards 
each other, in this condition, the character of ideally 
presented spirit and of enveloping shell. Spnit’s oneness 
with itself contains this opposition of individuality and 
universality. As the work comes closer to itseK in the 
coming together of its aspects, there comes about 
thereby at the same time the other fact, that the work 
comes closer to the seh-consciousness performmg it, 
and that the latter attams m the work knowledge of 
itself as it truly is. In this way, however, the work 
merely constitutes to begm with the abstract side of 
the activity of spirit, which does not yet know the 
content of this activity within itself but in its work, 
which IS a “thmg”. The artificer as such, spirit in its 
entirety, has not yet appeared; the artificer is stdl the 
inner, hidden reality, which qvu entire is present only 
as broken up into active self-consciousness and the 
object it has produced. 

The surroundmg habitation, then, external reality, 
which has so far been raised merely to the abstract 
form of the understandmg, is worked up by the artificer 
into a more animated form. The artificer employs 
plant life for this purpose, which is no longer sacred as 
in the previous case of inactive impotent pantheism; 
rather, the artificer, who grasps himself as the self- 
existent reality, takes that plant Me as somethmg to 
be used and degrades it to an external aspect, to the 
level of an ornament But it is not turned to use without 
some alteration: for the worker producing the self- 
conscious form destroys at the same time the transi- 
toriness, inherently characteristic of the immediate 
existence of this life, and brmgs its organic forms 
nearer to the more exact and more umversal forms of 
thought. The orgamc form, which, left to itself, grows 
and thrives in particularity, bemg on its side subjugated 
by the form of thought, elevates in turn these straight- 

YY 



706 phenomenology OF MIND 

lined and level shapes into more animated roundness — 
a blending -whicli becomes the root of free architecture.^ 
This dwellmg, (the aspect of the universal element 
or morganio nature of spirit), also mcludes -within it 
now a form of mdividuality, which brmgs nearer to 
actuality the spirit that was formerly separated from 
existence and external or mternal thereto, and thus 
makes the work to accord more with active self-con- 
sciousness. The worker lays hold, first of all, on the 
form of seh-existence m general, on the forms of ammal 
life. That he is no longer directly aware of himself in 
animal life, he shows by the fact that m reference to 
this he constitutes himself the productive force, and 
knows himself m it as being his own work, whereby the 
ammal shape at the same time is one which is super- 
seded and becomes the hierogl3?^hiG symbol of another 
meamng, the hieroglyph of a thought. Hence also this 
shape IS no longer solely and entirely used by the 
worker, but becomes blended with the shape embody- 
mg thought, with the human form.^ Still, the work^ 
lacks the form and existence where self exists as selfi: 
it also fails to express m its very nature that it mcludes 
within itself an mner meamng; it lacks language, the 
element in which the sense and meamng contained 
are actually present. The work done, therefore, even 
when qmte purified of the ammal aspect, and bearmg 
the form and shape of self-consciousness alone, is stiU 
the silent soundless shape, which needs the rays of the 
rismg sun m order to have a sound which, when pro- 
duced by light, IS even then merely noise and not 
speech, shows merely an outer self, not the mner seM.^ 
Contrasted with this outer self of the form and shape, 
stands the other form, which mdicates that it has m 
it an inner bemg. Nature, tummg back mto its essen- 

^ The Egyptian columns and architecture 

2 The representations of the gods with forms half animal, half human 
® The statues of Memnon which gave forth a moaning harp like noi&e at 
sunrise* 
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tial being, degrades its multipKcity of life, ever indi- 
vidualizing itself and confounding itself in its own 
process, to the level of an unessential encasing shell, 
which IS the covering for the inner being. And as yet 
this inner being is still simple darkness, the unmoved, 
the black formless stone. ^ 

Both representations contam mwardness and ex- 
istence — the two moments of spirit and both kmds 
of manifestation contam both moments at once in a 
relation of opposition, the self both as mward and as 
outward. Both have to be united. The soul of the 
statue in human form does not yet come out of the 
inner being, is not yet speech, objective existence of 
self which is inherently mternal, — and the mner being 
of multiform existence is stiU without voice or sound, 
stiU draws no distinctions withm itself, and is still 
separated from its outer bemg, to which all distmctions 
belong. The artificer, therefore, combmes both by 
blendmg the forms of nature and self-consciousness, 
and these ambiguous bemgs, a riddle to themselves — 
the conscious strugglmg with what has no consciousness, 
the simple mner with the multiform outer, the darkness 
of thought mated with the clearness of expression — these 
break out mto the language of a wisdom that is darkly 
deep and difficult to understand. ^ 

With the production of this work, the instinctive 
method of working ceases, which, in contrast to self- 
consciousness, produced a work devoid of consciousness. 
Bor here the activity of the artificer, which constitutes 
self-consciousness, comes face to face with an mner 
bemg equally self-conscious and givmg itself expression. 
He has therein raised himself by his work up to the 
point where his conscious life breaks asunder, where 
spirit greets spuit. In this unity of self-conscious spirit 
with itseh, so far as it is aware of bemg embodiment and 

^ The Black Stone of Mecca* a fetish still worshipped by the faithfiil. 

2 Sphinxes 
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object of its own consciousness, its blending and 
TYiinglmg with the unconscious state of immediate 
shapes of nature become purified. These monsters in 
form and shape, word and deed, are resolved and 
dissolved mto a shape which is spiritual — ^an outer 
which has entered into itseK, an inner which expresses 
itself out of itself and m itseK, — ^they pass mto thought, 
which brings forth itseK, preserves the shape and form 
suited to thought, and is transparent existence. Spirit 
is Artist. 



B 


RELIGION IN THE FORM OF ART i 

Spirit has raised the shape in which it is object for its 
own consciousness into the form of consciousness itself; 
and spirit produces such a shape for itself. The 
artificer has given up the synthesizmg activity, that 
blendmg of the heterogeneous forms of thought and 
nature. When the shape has gained the form of seh- 
conscious activity, the artificer has become a spiritual 
workman. 

If we next ask, what the actual spirit is, which finds 
in the rehgion of art the consciousness of its Absolute, 
it turns out that this is the ethical or objective spirit. 
This spirit is not merely the universal substance of 
all individuals; but when this substance is said to 
have, as an objective fact for actual consciousness, 
the form of consciousness, this amounts to saymg that 
the substance, which is mdividualized, is known by 
the mdividuals withm it as their proper essence and 
their own achievement. It is for them neither the 
Light of the World, in whose unity the self-existence 
of self-consciousness is contained only negatively, only 
transitorily, and beholds the lord and master of its 
reality; nor is it the restless waste and destruction of 
hostile nations; nor their subjection to “castes”, which 
together constitute the semblance of organization of a 
completed whole, where, however, the universal freedom 
of the mdividuals concerned is wantmg. Rather this 
spirit IS a free nation, in which custom and order con- 
stitute the common substance of aU, whose reality and 
existence each and every one knows to be his own will 
and his own deed. 

The rehgion of the ethical spirit, however, raises it 
above its actual reahzation, and is the return from its 

^ Greek religion. 
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objectivity into pure knowledge of itself. Since an 
ethically constituted nation lives m direct unity with 
its own substance, and does not contain the pruiciple 
of pure individuahsm of self-consciousness, the religion 
characteristic of its sphere first appears in complete 
form m its parting from its stable security For the 
reality of the ethical substance rests partly on its quiet 
unohangeableness as contrasted with the absolute pro- 
cess of self-consciousness; and consequently on the fact 
that this self-consciousness has not yet left its serene 
Me of customary convention and its confident security 
therein, and gone mto itself. Partly, agam, that reality 
rests on its organization into a plurality of rights and 
duties, as also on its orgamzed distribution mto the 
spheres of the various classes, each with its particular 
way of acting which co-operates to form the whole, and 
hence rests on the fact that the individual is contented 
with the limitation of his existence, and has not yet 
grasped the unrestricted thought of his free self. But 
that serene immediate confidence m the substance of 
this ethical Me turns back mto trust m self and cer- 
tamty of self; and the plurality of rights and duties, 
as well as the restricted particular action this mvolves, 
is the same dialectic process in the sphere of the ethical 
Me as the plurahty of “things” and their various 
“qualities” — a process which only comes to rest and 
stability in the sunphcity of spirit certam of seK. 

The complete fulfilment of the ethical Me in free 
sebf-consciousness, and the destined consummation 
(Schicksal) of the ethical world, are therefore that 
mdividuahty which has entered mto itself; the con- 
dition IS one of absolute levity on the part of the ethical 
spirit; it has dissipated and resolved mto itself aU the 
firmly established distinctions constituting its own 
stability, and the separate spheres of its own articulated 
organization, and, being perfectly sure of itself, has 
attained to boundless cheerfulness of heart and the 
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freest enjo5nnent of itself. This simple certainty of 
spirit witlim itself has a double meaning, it is quiet 
stabihty and solid truth, as well as absolute unrest, and 
the disappearance of the ethical order. It turns round, 
however, mto the latter; for the truth of the ethical 
spirit lies primarily just in this substantial objectivity 
and trust, m which the seK does not know itself as free 
individual, and which, therefore, m this inner sub- 
jectivity, in the seK becommg free, falls into rums. 
Smce then its trust is broken, and the substance of 
the nation cracked, spmt, which was the connectuig 
medium of unstable extremes, has now come forward 
as an extreme — ^that of self-consciousness graspmg 
itseK as essential and ultimate. This is spirit certain 
within itself, which mourns over the loss of its world, 
and now out of the purity of self produces its own 
essential bemg, raised above actual reahty. 

At such an epoch art m absolute form^ comes on the 
scene. At the earher stage it is mstmctive in its 
operation, its operation is steeped m existence, works 
its way out of existence and works right into the exis- 
tent ; it does not find its substance ui the free fife of an 
ethical order, and hence, too, as regards the self opera- 
ting does not exercise free spiritual activity. 

Later on, spirit goes beyond art m order to gain its 
higher manifestation, viz. that of bemg not merely 
the substance born and produced out of the self, but 
of bemg, m its manifestation as object, this very self; it 
seeks at that higher level not merely to brmg forth 
itself out of its own notion, but to have its very notion 
as its shape, so that the notion and the work of art pro- 
duced may know each other reciprocally as one and 
the same.^ 

Smce, then, the ethical substance has withdrawn 
from its objective existence iuto its pure self-conscious- 

^ The religion of pur© beauty 

2 This paragraph may be regarded as a parenthetical note. 
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ness, this is the aspect of the notion, or the activity 
with which spirit brings itself forth as object. It is 
pure form, because the mdividual m ethical obedience 
and service has so worked ofi every unconscious 
existence and every fixed determination, as the sub- 
stance has itself become this fluid and undifierentiated 
essence This form is the night in which the substance 
was betrayed, and made itself subject. It is out of 
this mght of pure certainty of self that the ethical 
spirit rises agam m a shape freed from nature and its 
own immediate existence. 

The existence of the pure notion into which spirit 
has fled from its bodily shape, is an individual, which 
spirit selects as the vessel for its sorrow. Spirit acts 
m this mdividual as his umversal and his power, from 
which he suffers violence, as his element of “Pathos”, 
by havmg given himself over to which his self-con- 
sciousness loses freedom. But that positive power 
belonging to the universal is overcome by the pure 
self of the individual, the negative power. This pure 
activity, conscious of its inalienable force, wrestles 
with the unembodied essential being. Becoming its 
master, this negative activity has turned the element of 
pathos mto its own material, and given itself its content ; 
and this unity comes out as a work, universal spirit 
individualized and consciously presented. 



a 


THE ABSTRACT WORK OF ART 

The &st work of art is, because immediate, abstract 
and particular As regards itself, it has to move away 
from tins immediate and objective phase towards self- 
consciousness, while, on the other side, the latter for 
itself endeavours ni the “cult” to do away with the 
distmction, which it at first gives itself in contrast to its 
own sph’it, and by so domg to produce a work of art 
mherently endowed with life. 

The first way in which the artistic spirit keeps as far 
as possible removed from each other its shape and its 
active consciousness, is immediate m character — ^the 
shape assumed is there as a “thing” in general. It 
breaks up into the distmction of individualness which 
has the shape of the self, and universality, which 
presents the morgainc nature in reference to the shape 
adopted, and is its environment and habitation. This 
shape assumed obtams its pure form, the form belonging 
to spirit, by the whole bemg raised mto the sphere of 
the pure notion It is not the crystal, belonging as we 
saw to the level of understandmg, a form which housed 
and covered a hfeless element, or is shone upon exter- 
nally by a soul. Nor, agam, is it that commmglmg of 
the forms of nature and thought, which first arose in 
connexion with plants, thought’s activity here being 
still an imitation Rather the notion strips ofi the 
remnant of root, branches, and leaves, still clinging 
to the forms, purifies the forms, and makes them into 
figures m which the crystal’s straight lines and surfaces 
are raised mto incommensurable relations, so that the 
animation of the organic is taken up into the abstract 
form of understandmg, and, at the same time, its 
essential nature — ^mcommensurability — ^is preserved for 
understandmg. 
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The indwellmg god, however, is the black stone 
extracted from the animal encasement,^ and suffused 
with the light of consciousness The human form strips 
off the animal character with which it was mixed up. 
The animal form is for the god merely an accidental 
vestment, the animal appears alongside its true form,^ 
and has no longer a value on its own accormt, but has 
sunk into being a significant sign of something else, has 
become a mere symbol. By that very fact, the form 
assumed by the god m itself casts off even the restrictions 
of the natural conditions of animal existence, and hints 
at the internal arrangements of organic life melted down 
into the surface of the form, and pertaimng only to this 
surface. 

The essential bemg of the god, however, is the unity 
of the universal existence of nature and of self-conscious 
spirit which m its actuality appears confrontmg the 
former. At the same time, bemg m the first mstance an 
mdividual shape, its existence is one of the elements 
of nature, just as its seH-conscious actuahty is a par- 
ticular national spirit.® But the former is, in this unity, 
that element reflected back mto spirit, nature made 
transparent by thought and muted with seK-conscious 
life. The form of the gods returns, therefore, within it 
its nature element as somethmg transcended, as a 
shadowy, obscure memory. The utter chaos and con- 
fused struggle amongst the elements existmg free and 
detached from each other, the non-ethical disordered 
realm of the Titans, is vanqmshed and bamshed to the 
outskirts of self-transparent reahty, to the cloudy 
boundaries of the world which finds itself in the sphere 
of spmt and is there at peace These ancient gods, 
first-born children of the umon of Light with Darkness, 
Heaven, Earth, Ocean, Sun, earth’s blind typhonic 
Eire, and so on, are supplanted by shapes, which do but 

^ V sv/p , p 706. ^ 6 g* eagle as the “bird of Zeus’* 

® e g Athene. 
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darkly recall those earlier titans, and which are no 
longer things of nature, but clear ethical spirits of 
self-conscious nations. 

This simple shape has thus destroyed within itself the 
dispeace of endless nidividuation, the individuation 
both in the Me of nature, which operates with necessity 
only qua umversal essence, but is contingent in its 
actual existence and process; and also ui the life of 
a nation, which is scattered and broken mto particular 
spheres of action and into individual centres of self- 
consciousness, and has an existence manifold m action 
and meamng. All this mdividuation the simplicity of 
this form has abohshed, and brought together into an 
mdividuality at peace with itself. Hence the condition 
of unrest stands contrasted with this form, confronting 
quiescent individuality, the essential reality, stands 
self-consciousness, which, bemg its source and origm, 
has nothmg left over for itseH except to be pure activity. 
What belongs to the substance, the artist imparted 
entirely to his work, to himself, however, as a specific 
individuahty he gave m his work no reahty. He could 
only confer completeness on it by rehnquishmg his 
particular nature, divesting himself of his own bemg, 
and rismg to the abstraction of pure action. 

In this first and immediate act of production, the 
separation of the work and his self-conscious activity 
IS not yet healed agaiu. The work is, therefore, not by 
itself really an ammated thing, it is a whole only 
when its process of conung to be is taken along with it. 
The obvious and common element m the case of a 
work of art, that it is produced m consciousness and 
is made by the hand of man, is the moment of the 
notion existing qvxi notion, and standing in contrast 
to the work produced. And if this notion, qua the 
artist or spectator, is unselfish enough to declare the 
work of art to be per se absolutely ammated, and to 
forget himself qua agent or onlooker, then, as against 
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this, the notion, of spirit has to be insisted on; spirit 
cannot dispense with the moment of bemg conscious of 
itself. This moment, however, stands m contrast to the 
work, because spirit, in this its primary disruption, 
gives the two sides their abstract and specifically 
contrasted characteristics of “domg” something and of 
bemg a “thing”; and their return to the unity they 
started from has not yet come about. 

The artist finds out, then, m his work, that he did 
not produce a reahty like himself. No doubt there 
comes back to him from his work a consciousness m 
the sense that an admiring multitude honours it as the 
spirit, which is their own true nature. But this way of 
animatmg his work, since it renders him his self-con- 
sciousness merely m the way of admiration, is rather 
a confession to the artist that the ammated work is not 
on the same level as himself. Since his self comes back 
to him in the form of gladness m general, he does not 
find therem the pain of his self-disciphne and the pam 
of production, nor the exertion and stram of his own 
toil. People may, moreover, judge the work, or bring 
it offermgs and gifts, or endue it with their conscious- 
ness m whatever way they like — if they with their 
knowledge set themselves over it, he knows how much 
more his act is than what they understand and say; if 
they put themselves beneath it, and recognize m it their 
own dommatmg essential reality, he knows himself as 
the master of this. 

The work of art hence requires another element 
for its existence; God requires another way of going 
forth than this, in which, out of the depths of his 
creative mght, he drops mto the opposite, into ex- 
ternality, to the character of a “thmg” with no self- 
consciousness. This higher element is that of Language 
— a way of existing which is directly self-conscious 
existence. When individual self-consciousness exists 
m that way, it is at the same time directly a form of 
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tiniversal contagion; complete isolation of independent 
self-existent selves is at once fluent contmuity and 
umversally communicated umty of the many selves; 
it IS the soul existmg as soul The god, then, which 
takes language as its medium of embodiment, is the 
work of art inherently animated, endowed with a soul, 
a work which directly m its existence contams the 
pure activity which was apart from and in contrast to 
the god when existmg as a “thmg”. In other words, 
self-consciousness, when its essential being becomes 
objective, remains m direct unison with itself. It is, 
when thus at home with itself m its essential nature, 
pure thought or devotion, whose mwardness gets at the 
same time express existence m the Hymn. The hymn 
keeps withm it the individuality of self-consciousness, 
and this mdividual character is at the same time 
perceived to be there umversal. Devotion, kmdled m 
every one, is a spiritual stream which m all the mam- 
fold self-conscious umts is conscious of itself as one and 
the same function m all alike and a simple state of 
being. Spirit, bemg this universal self-consciousness of 
every one, holds in a smgle unity its pure inwardness 
as well as its objective existence for others and the 
mdependent self-existence of the mdividual umts. 

This kmd of language is distinct from another way 
God speaks, which is not that of umversal self-con- 
sciousness. The Oracle, both m the case of the god of 
the religions of art as well as of the precedmg religions, 
is the necessary and the first form of divme utterance. 
Tor God’s very principle implies that God is at once 
the essence of nature and of spirit, and hence has not 
merely natural but spuitual existence as well. In so 
far as this moment is merely implied as yet m God’s 
principle and is not realized m rehgion, the language 
used is, for the religious self-consciousness, the speech 
of an ahen and external self-consciousness. The self- 
consciousness which remains alien and foreign to its 
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religious communion, is not yet there m the way its 
essential principle requires it should be. The self is 
sim ple self-existence, and thereby is altogether universal 
self -existence, that self, however, which is cut oS from 
the seh-consoiousness of the communion, is primarily 
a mere mdividual self. 

The content of this its own. pecuhar and mdmdual 
form of speech results from the general determmate 
character which the Absolute Spirit is affirmed to have 
in its religion as such. Thus the universal spirit of the 
Sunrise, which has not yet particularized its existence, 
utters about the Absolute equally simple and universal 
statements, whose substantial content is sublime in 
the simplicity of its truth, but at the same time appears, 
because of this universality, trivial to the self-conscious- 
ness developmg further. 

The further developed self, which advances to bemg 
distinctively for itself, rises above the pure “pathos” 
of [unconscious] substance, gets the mastery over the 
objectivity of the Light of the rising Sun, and knows 
that simplicity of truth to be the inherent reality {das 
Ans%chseyende) which does not possess the form of 
contmgent existence through an utterance of an alien 
self, but IS the sure and unwritten law of the gods, a 
law that “lives for ever, and no man knows what time 
it came”. 

As the universal truth, revealed by the “Light” 
of the world, has here returned mto what is within or 
what IS beneath, and has thus got rid of the form of 
contmgent appearance; so too, on the other hand, in 
the religion of art, because God’s shape has taken on 
nonsciousness and hence individuahty in general, the 
pecuhar utterance of God, who is the spirit of an 
ethically constituted nation, is the Oracle, which knows 
its special circumstances and situation, and aimounces 
what IS serviceable to its interests. Reflective thought, 
however, claims for itself the universal truths enun- 
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ciated, because these are known as the essential inherent 
reality of the nation’s life; and the utterance of them 
IS thus for such reflexion no longer a strange and alien 
speech, but is its very own. Just as that wise man of 
old^ searched m his own thought for what was worthy 
and good, but left it to his “Daimon” to find out and 
decide the petty contmgent content of what he wanted 
to know — ^whether it was good for him to keep company 
with this or that person, or good for one of his friends 
to go on a journey, and such hke ummportant thmgs, 
in the same way the universal consciousness draws the 
knowledge about the contmgent from birds, or trees, 
or fermenting earth, the steam from which deprives 
the self-conscious mmd of its sanity of judgment. For 
what IS accidental is not the object of sober reflexion, 
and IS extraneous, and hence the ethical consciousness 
lets itself, as if by a throw of the dice, settle the matter 
m a maimer that is similarly unreflective and extraneous 
If the individual, by his understandmg, determmes on 
a certain course, and selects, after consideration, what 
IS useful for him, it is the specific nature of his par- 
ticular character which is the ground of this self- 
determmation. This basis is just what is contmgent; 
and that knowledge which his understandmg supplies 
as to what is useful for the mdividual, is hence just 
such a knowledge as that of “oracles” or of the “lot”; 
only that he who questions the oracle or lot, thereby 
shows the ethical sentiment of mdifference to what is 
accidental, while the former, on the contrary, treats 
the inherently contmgent as an essential concern of 
his thought and knowledge. Higher than both, however, 
is to make careful reflexion the oracle for contmgent 
action, but yet to recognize that this very act reflected 
on is somethmg contingent, because it refers to what 
is opportune and has a relation to what is particular. 

The true self-conscious existence, which spirit receives 

^ Socrates 
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in the form of speech, which is not the utterance of 
an alien and so accidental, i.e. not universal, self- 
consciousness, IS the work of art which we met with 
before. It stands m contrast to the statue, which 
has the character of a “thmg”. As the statue is exist- 
ence m a state of rest, the other is existence in a state 
of transience. In the case of the former, objectivity 
IS set free and is without the immediate presence of 
a self of its own; in the latter, on the other hand, object- 
ivity IS too much confined within the self, attams 
insufficiently to defimte embodiment, and is, like time, 
no longer there just as soon as it is there. 

The religious Cult constitutes the process of the two 
sides — a process in which the divme embodiment m 
motion withm the pure feelmg-element of self-con- 
sciousness, and its embodiment at rest in the element of 
thinghood, reciprocally abandon the different character 
each possesses, and the umty, which is the imderlymg 
prmciple of their being, becomes an existmg fact. Here 
in the Cult, the self gives itself a consciousness of the 
Divine Being descendmg from its remoteness mto it, 
and this Divine Bemg, which was formerly the unreal 
and merely objective, thereby receives the proper 
aotuahty of seh-consciousness 

This prmciple of the Cult is essentially oontamed 
and present already m the flow of the melody of the 
Hymn. These hymns of devotion are the way the 
self obtains immediate pure satisfaction through and 
withm itself. It is the soul purified, which, in the 
purity it thus attams, is immediately and only absolute 
Bemg, and is one with absolute Bemg. The soul, 
because of its abstract character, is not consciousness 
distingmshmg its object from itself, and is thus merely 
the mght of the object’s existence and the place pre- 
pared for its shape. The abstract Cult, therefore, raises 
the self mto bemg this pure divme element. The soul 
fulfils the attainment of this purity m a conscious way. 
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Still the soul IS not yet the self, which has descended to 
the depths of its being, and knows itself as evil. It is 
something that merely is, a soul, which cleanses its 
exterior with the washing of water, and robes it in 
white, while its innermost traverses the imaginatively 
presented path of labour, pumshment, and reward, 
the way of spiritual discipline in general, of relmquish- 
mg its particularity — ^the road by which it reaches the 
mansions and the fellowship of the blest. 

This ceremomal cult is, m its first form, merely m 
secret, i.e. is a fulfilment accomplished merely m idea, 
and unreal in fact. It has to become a real act, for an 
unreal act is a contradiction in terms. Consciousness 
proper thereby raises itself to the level of its pure seK- 
consciousness. The essential Bemg has in it the signi- 
ficance of a free object; through the actual cult this 
object turns back mto the self; and in so far as, m pure 
consciousness, it has the sigmficance of absolute Bemg 
dwellmg m its purity beyond actual reahty, this Bemg 
descends, through this mediatmg process of the cult, 
from its umversahty mto mdividual form, and thus 
combines and unites with actual reahty. 

The way the two sides make their appearance in the 
act is of such a character that the self-conscious aspect, 
so far as it is actual consciousness, finds the absolute 
Being manifesting itself as actual nature. On the one 
hand, nature belongs to self-consciousness as its 
possession and property, and stands for what has no 
existence pet se. On the other hand, nature is its 
proper immediate reality and particularity, which is 
equally regarded as not essential, and is superseded. 
At the same time, that external nature has the opposite 
significance for its pure consciousness — ^viz. the signifi- 
cance of bemg the inherently real, for which the self 
sacrifices its own [relative] unreahty, just as, con- 
versely, the self sacrifices the unessential aspect of 
nature to itself. The act is thereby a spiritual movement. 
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because it is this double-sided process of cancellmg the 
abstraction of absolute Being (which is the way devotion 
determines the object), and makmg it something con- 
crete and actual, and, on the other hand, of cancellmg 
the actual (which is the way the agent determmes the 
object and the self actmg), and raismg it hito univor- 
sahty. 

The practice of the religious Cult begins, therefore, 
with the pure and simple “ofEermg up” or “surrender” 
of a possession, which the owner, apparently without 
any profit whatsoever to himself, pours away or lets 
rise up m smoke. By so domg he renounces before the 
absolute Bemg of his pure consciousness aU possession 
and right of property and enjoyment thereof, renounces 
personality and the reversion of his action to his self ; 
and instead, reflects the act mto the universal, mto the 
absolute Bemg rather than mto himself. Conversely, 
however, the objective ultimate Bemg too is annihilated 
in that very process. The animal offered up is the 
symbol of a god; the fruits consumed are the actual 
hving Ceres and Bacchus. In the former die the powers 
of the upper law the [Olympians] which has blood 
and actual hfe, m the latter the powers of the lower 
law [the Furies] which possesses m bloodless form 
secret and crafty power. 

The sacrifice of the divine substance, so far as it is 
active, belongs to the side of self-consciousness. That 
this concrete act may be possible, the absolute Bemg 
must have from the start implicitly sacrificed itself. This 
it has done in the fact that it has given itself definite 
existence, and made itself an mdividual animal and fruit 
of the earth. The self actively sacrifiomg demonstrates 
m actual existence, and sets before its own conscious- 
ness, this already imphcitly completed self-renunciation 
on the part of absolute Bemg; and replaces that im- 
mediate reahty, which absolute Being has, by the 
higher, viz. that of the self making the sacrifice. For 
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the unity which has arisen, and which is the outcome 
of transcending the singleness and separation of the 
two sides, is not merely negative destructive fate, but 
has a positive sigmficance It is merely for the abstract 
Bemg of the nether world that the sacrifioe offered to it is 
wholly surrendered and devoted; and, m consequence, 
it IS only for that Being that the reflexion of personal 
possession and individual self-existence back into the 
Umversal is marked distmct from the self as such. At 
the same time, however, this is only a triflmg part; 
and the other act of sacrifice is merely the destruction 
of what cannot be used, and is really the preparation 
of the offered substance for a meal, the feast that 
cheats the act out of its negative significance. The 
person makmg the offermg at that first sacrifice re- 
serves the greatest share for his own enjoyment; and 
reserves from the latter sacrifice what is useful for the 
same purpose. This enjoyment is the negative power 
which cancels the absolute Bemg as well as the smgle- 
ness; and this enjoyment is, at the same time, the 
positive actual reahty in which the objective existence 
of absolute Being is transmuted mto seK-conscious 
existence, and the self has consciousness of its unity 
with its Absolute. 

This cult, for the rest, is mdeed an actual act, 
although its meaning lies for the most part only in 
devotion. What pertams to devotion is not objectively 
produced, just as the result when confined to the feelmg 
of enjoyment^ is robbed of its external existence. The 
Cult, therefore, goes further, and replaces this defect, 
in the first instance by givmg its devotion an objective 
subsistence, since the cult is the common task — or the 
mdividual task for each and all to do — ^which produces 
for the honour and glory of God a House for Him 
to dwell in and adornment for His presence. By so 
doing, partly the external objectivity of statuary is 

^ 1 e at the feast 
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cancelled; for by thus dedicating his gifts and his 
labours the worker makes God well disposed towards 
him and looks on his self as detached and appertaining 
to God. Partly, too, this action is not the individual 
labour of the artist; this particularity is dissolved in 
the universality. But it is not only the honour of God 
which is brought about, and the blessmg of His counten- 
ance and favour is not only shed in idea and imagina- 
tion on the worker; the work also has a meaning the 
reverse of the first which was that of self-renunciation 
and of honour done to what is alien and external. The 
Halls and Dwellmgs of God are for the use of man, 
the treasures preserved there are in time of need his 
own; the honour which God enjoys m his decorative 
adornment, is the honour and glory of the artistic 
and magnammous nation. At the festival season, the 
people adorn their own dwellings, their own garments, 
as well as God’s establishments with furnishings of 
elegance and grace. In this manner they receive a 
return for their gifts from a responsive and grateful 
God; and receive the proofs of His favour — ^wherein 
the nation became bound to the God because of the 
work done for Him — ^not as a hope and a deferred 
reahzation, but rather, m testifying to His honour and 
m presenting gifts, the nation finds directly and at 
once the enjoyment of its own wealth and adornment. 
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That nation which approaches its god in the cult of 
the religion of art is an ethically constituted nation, 
knowing its State and the acts of the State to be the 
will and the achievement of its own self. This universal 
spirit, confrontmg the self-conscious nation, is con- 
sequently not the “Light-God”, which, being selfless, 
does not contain the certainty of the mdiiridual selves, 
but IS only their universal ultimate Being and the 
dominating imperious power, wherein they disappear. 
The religious cult of this simple imembodied ultimate 
Bemg gives back, therefore, to its votaries in the mam 
merely this: that they are the nation of their god. It 
secures for them merely their stable subsistence, and 
their simple substance as a whole; it does not secure 
for them their actual self; this is indeed rejected. For 
they revere their god as the empty profound, not as 
spirit. The cult, however, of the religion of art, on the 
other hand, is without that abstract simplicity of the 
absolute Bemg, and therefore without its “profundity”. 
But that Bemg, which is directly at one with the seK, is 
inherently spirit and comprehendmg truth, although not 
yet truth known explicitly, m other words not loiowmg 
the “depths” of its nature. Because this Absolute, then, 
implies self, consciousness finds itself at home with it 
when it appears; and, m the cult, this consciousness 
receives not merely the general title to its own sub- 
sistence, but also its self-conscious existence within it : 
just as, conversely, the Absolute has no being in a des- 
pised and outcast nation whose mere substance is 
acknowledged, whose reahty is selfless, but in the nation 
whose self is acknowledged as livmg in its substance. 

From the ceremonial cult, then, self-consciousness 
that IS at peace and satisfied m its ultimate Being 
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turns away, as also does the god that has entered into 
self-consciousness as into its place of habitation. This 
place IS, by itself, the night of mere “substance”, or 
its pure individuality; but no longer the stranied and 
striving mdividuahty of the artist, which has not yet 
reconciled itseh with its essential Beuig that is striving 
to become objective; it is the lught [substance] satisfied, 
havmg its “pathos” within it and in want of nothing, 
because it comes back from mtuition, from objectivity 
which IS overcome and superseded. 

This “pathos” is, by itself, the Being of the Kising 
Sun,^ a Being, however, which has now “set” and 
disappeared within itself, and has its own “setting”, 
self-consciousness, withm it, and so contains existence 
and reahty. 

It has here traversed the process of its actualization. 
Descendmg from its pure essentiality and becommg 
an objective force of nature and the expressions of this 
force, it is an existence relative to an other, an objective 
existence for the self by which it is consumed. The 
silent mner bemg of selfless nature attains in its fruits 
the stage where nature, duly self -prepared and digested, 
offers itself as material for the life which has a self. In 
its being useful for food and drmk it reaches its highest 
perfection. For therem it is the possibihty of a higher 
existence, and comes m touch with spiritual existence. 
In its metamorphosis the spirit of the earth has de- 
veloped and become partly a silently energizmg sub- 
stance, partly spiritual ferment; in the first case it is 
the femmme principle, the nursmg mother, m the other 
the mascuhne principle, the self-drivmg force of self- 
conscious existence. 

In this enjoyment, then, that orient “Light” of the 
world IS discovered for what it really is: Enjoyment 
IS the Mystery of its bemg. For mysticism is not 
concealment of a secret, or ignorance; it consists in 

1 The “Light” of the world. 
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the self Imowing itself to be one with absolute Being, 
and in this latter, therefore, becoming revealed. Only 
the self IS revealed to itself; or what is manifest is 
so merely m the immediate certamty of itself. But 
it IS just in such certamty that simple absolute Being 
has been placed by the cult As a thing that can be 
used, it has not only existence which is seen, felt, smelt, 
tasted; it is also object of desire, and, by actually being 
enjoyed, it becomes one with the self, and thereby dis- 
closed completely to this self, and made manifest. 

When we say of anythmg, “it is manifest to reason, to 
the heart”, it is m pomt of fact still secret, for it still 
lacks the actual certamty of immediate existence, both 
the certamty regardmg what is objective, and the 
certamty of enjoyment, a certamty which m religion, 
however, is not only immediate and unreflectmg, but 
at the same time purely cogmtive certamty of seK. 

WTiat has thus been, through the cult, revealed to 
self-conscious spirit withm itself, is simple absolute 
Being, and this has been revealed partly as the process 
of passmg out of its dark mght of concealment up to the 
level of consciousness, to be there its silently nurturing 
substance; partly, however, as the process of losing 
itself agam in nether darkness, m the self, and of 
waiting above merely with the silent yearmng of mother- 
hood. The more conspicuous moving impulse, however, 
IS the variously named “Light” of the Rising Sun and 
its tumult of heaving life, which, havmg likewise 
desisted from its abstract state of bemg, has first 
embodied itself m objective existence m the fruits of 
the earth,^ and then, surrendermg itself to self-con- 
sciousness,^ attained there to its proper realization; 
and now it curvets and careers about m the guise of a 
crowd of excited, fervid women, the unrestramed revel 
of nature in self-conscious form.* 

^ As found in the mysteries of Demeter. 

2 As found in the mysteries of Bacchus and Dionysus 

^ The Maenads, cp Emipides, Bacchae 
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Still, however, it is only Absolute Spirit in the sense 
of this simple abstract Bemg, not as spirit per se, that 
is discovered to consciousness: i.e. it is merely im- 
mediate spirit, the spirit of nature. Its seK-conscious 
hfe is therefore merely the mystery of the Bread and 
the Wine, of Ceres and Bacchus, not of the other, the 
strictly higher, gods [of Olympus], whose individuality 
includes, as an essenWl moment, seh-consciousness as 
such. Spirit has not yet qua self-conscious spirit offered 
itself up to it, and the mystery of bread and wine is 
not yet the mystery of flesh and blood. 

Tins unstable divme revel must come to rest as 
an object, and the enthusiasm, which did not reach 
consciousness, must produce a work which confronts 
it as the statue stands over against the enthusiasm of 
the artist in the previous case, — a work mdeed that is 
equally complete and finished, yet not as an inherently 
lifeless but as a living self. Such a cult is the Festival 
which man makes in his own honour, though not yet 
imparting to a cult of that kmd the significance of 
the Absolute Being; for it is the ultimate Bemg that 
is first revealed to him, not yet Spirit — ^not such a 
Bemg as essentially takes on human form. But this 
cult provides the basis for this revelation, and lays 
out its moments individually and separately. Thus 
we here get the abstract moment of the living em- 
bodiment of ultimate Being, just as formerly we had 
the umty of both m the state of unconstramed emo- 
tional fervency. In the place of the statue man thus 
puts himself as the figure elaborated and moulded 
for perfectly free movement, just as the statue is the 
perfectly free state of quiescence. If every individual 
knows how to play the part at least of a torchbearer, 
one of them comes prommently forward who is the 
very embodiment of the movement, the smooth elabora- 
tion, the fluent energy and force of aU the members. 
He is a lively and living work of art, which matches 
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strength with its beauty; and to him is given, as a 
reward for his force and energy, the adornment, with 
which the statue was honoured [in the former type of 
religion], and the honour of bemg, amongst his own 
nation, mstead of a god in stone, the highest bodily 
representation of what the essential Being of the 
nation is. 

In both the representations, which have just come 
before us, there is present the unity of self-consciousness 
and spiritual Bemg; but they stiU lack their due balance 
and equihbrium. In the case of the bacchic^ revelling 
enthusiasm the self is beside itself; in bodily beauty of 
form it is spiritual Bemg that is outside itself. The 
dim obscurity of consciousness m the one case and its 
wild stammermg utterance, must be taken up mto the 
transparent existence of the latter; and the clear but 
spiritless form of the latter, into the emotional inward- 
ness of the former. The perfect element m which the 
inwardness is as external as the externality is inward, is 
once again Language. But it is neither the language of 
the oracle, entirely contmgent in its content and alto- 
gether mdividual in character; nor is it the emotional 
hymn sung in praise of a merely individual god; nor 
IS it the meaningless stammer of dehrious bacchantic 
revelry. It has attained to its clear and universal 
content and meaning. Its content is clear, for the 
artificer has passed out of the previous state of entirely 
substantial enthusiasm, and worked himself into a 
definite shape, which is his own proper existence, per- 
meated through all its movements by self-conscious 
soul, and is that of his contemporaries. Its content is 
universal, for in this festival, which is to the honour 
of man, there vanishes the onesidedness peculiar to 
figures represented in statues, which merely contain a 
national spirit, a determinate character of the godhead. 
The finely built warrior is indeed the honour and glory 

^ As distinct from the worship of Apollo 
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of his particular nation; but he is a physical or cor- 
poreal individuality in which are sunk out of sight the 
expanse and the seriousness of meanuig, and the nmer 
character of the spmt which underlies the particular 
mode of life, the peculiar petitions, the needs and the 
customs of hiB nation. In relinquishing all this for com- 
plete corporeal embodiment, spirit has laid aside the 
particular impressions, the special tones and chords of 
that nature which it, as the actual spirit of the nation, 
mcludes. Its nation, therefore, is no longer conscious 
m this spirit of its special particular character, but 
rather of having laid this aside, and of the universality 
of its human existence. 
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The national spirits, which become conscious of them 
being in the shape of some particular ammal, coalesce 
into one smgle spirit.^ Thus it is that the separate 
artistically beautiful national spirits combme to form 
a Pantheon, the element and habitation of which is 
Language. Pure intuition of seK in the sense of universal 
human nature takes, when the national spmt is actu- 
alized, this form : the national spirit combmes with the 
others (which with it constitute, through nature and 
natural conditions, one people), m a common imder- 
takmg, and for this task budds up a collective nation, 
and, with that, a collective heaven. This umversahty, 
to which spirit attams m its existence, is, nevertheless, 
merely this first universality, which, to begm with, 
starts from the mdividuality of ethical life, has not 
yet overcome its immediacy, has not yet built up a 
single state out of these separate national elements. 
The ethical life of an actual national spirit rests partly 
on the immediate confiding trust of the individuals 
in the whole of them nation, partly m the direct share 
which all, in spite of differences of class, take m the 
decisions and acts of its government. In the umon, not 
m the first mstance to secure a permanent order but 
merely for a common act, that freedom of participation 
on the part of each and aU is for the nonce set aside. 
This first community of life is, therefore, an assemblage 
of mdividuahties rather than the dominion and control 
of abstract thought, which would rob the individuals 
of their self-conscious share in the will and act of the 
whole. 

The assembly of national spirits constitutes a cirole 
of forms and shapes, which now embraces the whole of 
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nature, as well as the whole ethical world. They too are 
under the supreme command rather than the supreme 
dommion of the One. By themselves, they are the 
universal substances embodying what the seK-conscious 
essential reality inherently is and does. This, however, 
constitutes the moving force, and, in the first instance, 
at least the centre, with which those universal entities 
are concerned, and which, to begm with, seems to unite 
in a merely accidental way all that they variously 
accomplish. But it is the return of the divine Being to 
self-consciousness which aheady contains the reason 
that self-consciousness forms the centre for those divine 
forces, and conceals them essential umty m the first 
instance under the gmse of a friendly external relation 
between both worlds. 

The same universality, which belongs to this content, 
attaches necessarily also to that form of consciousness 
in which the content appears. It is no longer the con- 
crete acts of the cult; it is an action which is not 
indeed raised as yet to the level of the notion, but 
only to that of ideas, the synthetic connexion of self- 
conscious and external existence. The element m 
which these presented ideas exist, language, is the 
earliest language, the Epic as such, which contams 
the umversal content, at any rate universal m the sense 
of completeness of the world presented, though not 
in the sense of universahty of thought. The Mmstrel 
is the mdividual and actual spmit from whom, as a 
subject of this world, it is produced, and by whom it 
is borne. His “pathos” is not the deafemng power of 
nature, but Mnemosyne, Recollection, a gradually 
evolved mwardness, the memory of an essential mode 
of being once dmectly present. He is the organ and 
instrument whose content is passmg away; it is not his 
own seK which is of any account, but his muse, his 
umversal song. What, however, is present m fact, has 
the form of an inferential process, where the one 
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extreme of universality, the world of gods, is connected 
with mdividuality, the minstrel, through the middle 
term of particularity. The middle term is the nation 
m its heroes, who are mdividual men like the mmstrel, 
hut only ideally presented, and thereby at the same 
time umversal like the free extreme of umversahty, 
the gods. 

In this Epic, then, what is inherently established in 
the cult, the relation of the dmne to the human, is 
set forth and displayed as a whole to consciousness. 
The content is an “act”^ of the essential Being con- 
scious of itself. Acting disturbs the peace of the sub- 
stance, and awakens the essential Bemg; and by so 
doing its simple unity is divided mto parts, and opened 
up mto the manifold world of natural powers and 
ethical forces The act is the violation of the peaceful 
earth ; it is the trench which, vivified by the blood of 
the livmg, calls forth the spirits of the departed, who 
are thirsting for life, and who receive it m the action 
of self-consciousness.^ There are two sides to the 
business the universal activity is concerned to accom- 
plish: the side of the self — ^ia virtue of which it is 
brought about by a collection of actual nations with 
the prominent mdividuaHties at the head of them; 
and the side of the universal — ^m virtue of which it is 
brought about by their substantial forces. The relation 
of the two, however, took, as we saw just now, the 
character of bemg the synthetic connexion of umversal 
and individual, i.e. of bemg a process of ideal presen- 
tation. On this specific character depends the judgment 
regardmg this world. 

The relation of the two is, by this means, a com- 
mingling of both, which hlogioaUy divides the unity of 
the action, and in a needless fashion throws the act 
from one side over to the other. The universal powers 
have the form of individual beings, and thus have in 

^ A "drama”, ^ The Epic exorcises the dead past; v Odyssey t XI 
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them the principle from which action comes; when 
they effect anythmg, therefore, this seems to pro- 
ceed as entirely from them and to be as free as m the 
case of men. Hence both gods and men have done one 
and the same thing. The seriousness with which those 
divine powers go to work is ridiculously unnecessary, 
since they are in pomt of fact the moving force of the 
mdividuahties engaged in the acts; while the stram 
and toil of the latter again is an equally useless effort, 
since the former direct and manage everything. Over- 
zealous mortal creatures, who are as nothing, are at 
the same time the mighty self that brmgs mto sub]ec- 
tion the universal beings, offends the gods, and procures 
for them actual reahty and an interest m actmg Just 
as, conversely, these powerless gods, these impotent 
universal bemgs, who procure their sustenance from 
the gifts of men and through men first get something to 
do, are the natural inner principle and the substance 
of all events, as also the ethical material, and the 
“pathos” of action. If their cosmic natures first get 
reality and a sphere of effectual operation through the 
free self of mdmduality, it is also the case that they 
are the umversal, which withdraws from and avoids 
this connexion, remains unrestricted and unconstrained 
in its own character, and, by the unconquerable 
elasticity of its umty, extmgmshes the atomic smgleness 
of the individual actmg and his various features, pre- 
serves itself in its purity, and dissolves aU that is 
individual in the current of its own continuity. 

Just as the gods fall mto this contradictory relation 
with the antithetic nature having the form of seK, m 
the same way their universahty comes into conflict 
with their own specific character and the relation in 
which it stands to others. They are the eternal and 
resplendent mdividuals, who exist m their own calm, 
and are removed from the changes of time and the 
influence of alien forces. But they are at the same time 
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determmate elements, particular gods, and thus stand 
m relation to others. But that relation to others, which, 
in virtue of the opposition it involves, is one of strife, 
IS a comic self-forgetfulness of their eternal nature. 
The deternnnateness they possess is rooted m the 
divine subsistence, and m its specific limitation has the 
independence of the vs^hole mdividuality; owing to this 
whole, their characters at once lose the sharpness of 
their distmctive peculiarity, and m their ambiguity 
blend together. 

One purpose of their activity and their activity 
itself, hemg directed against an “other” and so agamst 
an mvmciWe divine force, are a contingent and futile 
piece of bravado, which passes away at once, and trans- 
forms the pretence of seriousness m the act into a 
harmless, self-confident piece of sport with no result 
and no issue. If, however, m the nature of their divmity, 
the negative element, the specific determmateness of 
that nature, appears merely as the mconsistency of 
then activity, and as the contradiction between the 
purpose and result, and if that independent self-con- 
fidence outweighs and overbalances the element of 
determinateness, then, by that very fact, the pure force 
of negativity confronts and opposes their nature, and 
moreover with a power to which it must finally submit, 
and over which it can in no way prevail. They are the 
universal, and the positive, as agamst the individual 
self of mortals, which cannot hold out agamst their 
power and might. But the universal self, for that reason, 
hovers over them [the gods m Homer] and over this 
whole world of imagination to which the entire content 
belongs; and is for them the umntelhgible void of 
Necessity, — a mere happenmg to which they stand 
related selfless and sorrowmg, for these determmate 
natures do not find themselves m this purely formal 
necessity. 

This necessity, however, is the unity of the notion, 
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a unity dominating and controlling the contradictory 
independent subsistence of the individual moments, a 
unity in which the inconsistency and fortuitousness 
of their action is coherently regulated, and the sportive 
character of their acts receives its serious value in those 
acts themselves. The content of the world of imagination 
carries on its process m the middle element [term] 
detached by itseM, gathering round the individuality 
of some hero, who, however, feels the strength and 
splendour of his life broken, and mourns the early 
death he sees ahead of him. For individuality, firmly 
established and real in itself, is isolated and excluded 
to the utmost extreme, and severed mto its moments, 
which have not yet found each other and united. The 
one individual element, the abstract unreal moment, 
is necessity which shares in the life of the mediating 
term just as little as does the other, the concrete real 
individual element, the nunstrel, who keeps himseK 
outside it, and disappears in what he imagmatively 
presents. Both extremes must get nearer the content; 
the one, necessity, has to get filled with it, the other, 
the language of the minstrel, must have a share m it. 
And the content formerly left to itself must acqmre 
in itself the certamty and the fixed character of the 
negative. 

This higher language, that of Tragedy, gathers and 
keeps more closely together the dispersed and scattered 
moments of the inner essential world and the world of 
action. The substance of the divine falls apart, in 
accordance with the nature of the notion, mto its 
shapes and forms, and their movement is likewise in 
conformity with that notion. In regard to form, the 
language We ceases to be narrative, in virtue of the fact 
that it enters into the content, just as the content ceases 
to be merely one that is ideally imagmed. The hero 
is himself the spokesman, and the representation given 
brings before the audience — ^who are also spectators — 
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self-conscious human beings, who know their own rights 
and purposes, the power and the will belongmg to their 
specific nature, and who know how to state them They 
are artists who do not express with unconscious naivete 
and naturalness the merely external aspect of what 
they begm and what they decide upon, as is the case m 
the language accompanymg ordinary action in actual 
life; they make the very inner bemg external, they 
prove the righteousness of their action, and the “pathos” 
controlling them is soberly asserted and defimtely 
expressed m its universal mdividuality, free from all 
accident of circumstance and the particular peculiarities 
of personalities. Lastly, it is in actual human beings 
that these characters get existence, human beings who 
impersonate the heroes, and represent them in actual 
speech, not m the form of a narrative, but speakmg m 
their own person. Just as it is essential for a statue to 
be made by human hands, so is the actor essential to 
his mask — not as an external condition, from which, 
artistically considered, we have to abstract, or so far 
as abstraction must certainly be made, we thereby 
state ]ust that art does not yet contam m it the true 
and proper self. 

The general ground, on which the movement of these 
shapes produced from the notion takes place, is the 
consciousness expressed m the imaginative language of 
the Epic, where the detail of the content is loosely 
spread out with no unifymg self. It is the commonalty 
in general, whose wisdom finds utterance in the Chorus 
of the Elders, m the powerlessness of this chorus the 
generality finds its representative, because the common 
people itself compose merely the positive and passive 
material for the individuality of the government 
confrontmg it. Lackmg the power to negate and 
oppose, it is unable to hold together and keep withm 
bounds the riches and varied fuUness of divme life; it 
allows each individual moment to go off its own way, 

AAA 
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and. m its hyinns of honour and reveience praises each 
individual moment as an independent god, now this 
god and now agam another AVhere, however, it detects 
the seriousness of the notion, and perceives how the 
notion marches onward shattermg these forms as it 
goes along, and where it comes to see how badly its 
praised and honoured gods come ofi when they venture 
on the ground where the notion holds sway, — ^there it 
IS not itseh the negative power mterfering by action, 
but keeps itself within the abstract selfless thought of 
such power, confines itself to the consciousness of alien 
and external destiny, and produces the empty wish to 
tranquillize, and feeble mefiective talk mtended to 
appease. In its terror before the higher powers, which 
are the immediate arms of the substance; m its terror 
before then struggle with one another, and before the 
simple self of that necessity, which crushes them as 
well as the hvmg bemgs bound up with them, in its- 
compassion for these hvmg beings, whom it knows at 
once to be the same with itseK — ^it is conscious of 
nothmg but meffective horror of this whole process, 
conscious of equally helpless pity, and, as the end of aU, 
the mere empty peace of resignation to necessity, 
whose work is apprehended neither as the necessary 
act of the character, nor as the action of the absolute 
Bemg withm itself. 

Spirit does not appear in its dissociated multiphcity 
on the plane of this onlookmg consciousness [the chorus], 
the indifferent ground, as it were, on which the presen- 
tation takes place; it comes on the scene in the simple 
diremption of the notion. Its substance manifests itself, 
therefore, merely torn asunder into its two extreme 
powers. These elementary universal bemgs are, at the 
same time, self-conscious individuahties — heroes who 
put them conscious life mto one of these powers, find 
therein determmateness of character, and constitute 
the effective activity and reahty of these powers. This 
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universal individualization descends again, as will be 
remembered, to the immediate reahty of existence 
proper, and is presented before a crowd of spectators, 
who find in the chorus their image and counterpart, or 
rather their own thought giving itself expression. 

The content and movement of the spmt, which is, 
object to itself here, have been already considered as 
the nature and realization of the substance of ethical life. 
In its form of rehgion spirit attams to consciousness 
about itself, or reveals itself to its consciousness m its 
purer form and its simpler mode of embodiment. If, 
then, the ethical substance by its very prmciple broke 
up, as regards its content, into two powers — ^whichwere 
defined as divine and human law, law of the nether 
world and law of the upper world, the one the family, 
the other state sovereignty, the first bearmg the impress 
and character of woman, the other that of man — ^in the 
same way, the previously multiform circle of gods, 
with its wavering and unsteady characteristics, con- 
fines itself to these powers, which owmg to this feature 
are brought closer to mdividuahty proper. Tor the 
previous dispersion of the whole into manifold abstract 
forces, which appear hypostatized, is the dissolution 
of the subject which comprehends them merely as 
moments m its self , and mdividuahty is therefore only 
the superficial form of these entities. Conversely, a 
further distinction of characters than that just named 
is to be reckoned as contingent and inherently external 
personality. 

At the same time, the essential nature [m the case of 
ethical substance] gets divided in its form, i.e. with re- 
spect to knowledge Spirit when acting, appears, qua 
consciousness, over against the obj'ect on which its 
activity is directed, and which, m consequence, is deter- 
mmed as the negative of the knowmg agent The agent 
finds himself thereby in the opposition of knowing and 
not knowing. He takes his purpose from his own 
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character, and knows it to be essential ethical fact; but 
owing to the determinateness of his character, he knows 
merely the one power of substance , the other remains 
for him concealed and out of sight. The present reality, 
therefore, is one thing in itself, and another for con- 
sciousness, The higher and lower right come to signify 
m this connexion the power that knows and reveals 
itself to consciousness, and the power eoncealmg itself 
and lurking in the background. The one is the aspect 
of light, the god of the Oracle, who as regards its 
natural aspect [Light] has sprung from the all-illumi- 
natmg Sun, knows all and reveals all, Phcebus and 
Zeus, who IS his Father. But the commands of this 
truth-speaking god, and his proclamations of what ^s, 
are really deceptive and fallacious For this Imowledge 
IS, m its very prmciple, directly not knowledge, because 
consciousness in actuig is inherently this opposition 
He,^ who had the power to unlock the riddle of the 
sphinx, and he too who trusted with childlike con- 
fidence,® are, therefore, both sent to destruction through 
what the god reveals to them. The priestess, through 
whose mouth the beautiful god speaks,® is m nothing 
difierent from the equivocal sisters of fate,* who drive 
then victim to crime by then promises, and who, by 
the double-tongued, equivocal character of what they 
gave out as a certamty, deceive the King when he relies 
upon the manifest and obvious meanmg of what they 
say. There is a type of consciousness that is purer than 
the latter® which believes in witches, and more sober, 
more thorough, and more solid than the former which 
puts its trust in the priestess and the beautiful god. 
This type of consciousness,® therefore, lets his revenge 
tarry for the revelation which the spnit of his father 
makes regarding the crime that did him to death, and 
institutes other proofs m addition — ^for the reason that 

‘ Oedipus a Orestes » In the Delphic Oracle, 

* The witches in “Macbeth”. « Macbeth. « Hamlet. 
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the spirit giving the revelation might possibly be the 
devil. 

This mistrust has good grounds, because the knowing 
consciousness takes its stand on the opposition between 
certainty of itseK on the one hand, and the objective 
essential reality on the other. Ethical rightness, which 
insists that actuality is nothmg ^le? se m opposition to 
absolute law, finds out that its knowledge is onesided, 
its law merely a law of its own character, and that it 
has laid hold of merely one of the powers of the sub- 
stance The act itseh is this mversion of what is known 
mto its opposite, mto objective existence, turns round 
what IS right from the point of view of character and 
knowledge mto the right of the very opposite with 
which the former is bound up m the essential nature 
of the substance — ^turns it mto the “Furies” who 
embody the right of the other power and character 
awakened mto hostihty. The lower right sits vntJi Zeus 
enthroned, and enjoys equal respect and homage with 
the god revealed and Imowing. 

To these three supernatural Bemgs the world of the 
gods of the chorus is limited and restricted by the act- 
mg individuality. The one is the substance, the power 
presiding over the hearth and home and the spirit 
worshipped by the family, as well as the universal 
power pervadmg state and government. Since this 
distinction belongs to the substance as such, it is, when 
dramatically presented, not individualized m two dis- 
tinct shapes [of the substance], but has m actual reality 
the two persons of its characters. On the other hand, 
the distmction between knowing and not knowing 
falls within each of the actual self-consciousnesses, and 
only in abstraction, in the element of universality, does 
it get divided into two individual shapes. For the self 
' of the hero only exists as a whole consciousness, and 
hence mcludes essentially the whole of the distmction 
belongmg to the form; but its substance is determmate. 
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and only one side of the content distinguished belongs 
to him. Hence the two sides of consciousness, which have 
m concrete reahty no separate individuality peculiarly 
their own, receive, when ideally represented, each its 
own particular form* the one that of the god revealed, 
the other that of the Furies keeping themselves con- 
cealed. In part both enjoy equal honour, while agam, 
the form assumed by the substance, Zeus, is the 
necessity of the relation of the two to one another. The 
substance is the relation [1] that knowledge is for itself, 
but finds its truth m what is simple, [2] that the 
distmction, through and m which actual consciousness 
exists, has its basis m that inner being which destroys 
it, [3] that the clear conscious assurance of certainty 
has its confirmation m forgetfulness. 

Consciousness disclosed this opposition by action, 
through domg somethmg. Actmg in accordance with 
the knowledge revealed, it jfinds out the deceptiveness 
of that knowledge, and bemg committed, as regards its 
inner nature, to one of the attributes of substance, 
it did violence to the other and thereby gave the latter 
right as agamst itself When followmg that god who 
knows and reveals himself, it really seized hold of what 
is not revealed, and pays the penalty for havmg trusted 
the knowledge, whose equivocal character (smce this is 
its very nature) it also had to discover, and an admoni- 
tion thereanent to be given. The frenzy of the priestess, 
the mhuman shape of the witches, the voices of trees 
and birds, dreams, and so on, are not ways m which 
truth appears; they are admonitory signs of deception, 
of want of judgment, of the individual and accidental 
character of knowledge. Or, what comes to the same 
thmg, the opposite power, which consciousness has 
violated, is present as express law and authentic right, 
whether law of the family or law of the state, while 
consciousness, on the other hand, pursued its own proper 
knowledge, and hid from itself what was revealed. 
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The truth, however, of the opposing powers of content 
and consciousness is the final result, that both are 
equally right, and, hence, in their opposition (which 
comes about through action) are equally wrong The 
process of action proves them unity in the mutual over- 
throw of both powers and both self-conscious characters. 
The reconciliation of the opposition with itself is the 
Lethe of the nether world in the form of Death — or 
the Lethe of the upper world m the form of absolution, 
not from guilt (for consciousness cannot deny its guilt, 
because the act was done), but from the crime, and m 
the form of the peace of soul which atones for the crime. 
Both are forgetfulness, the disappearance of the reality 
and action of the powers of the substance, of their com- 
ponent individualities, and of the powers of the abstract 
thought of good and evd For none of them by itseh 
IS the real essence this consists in the undisturbed 
calm of the whole withm itself, the immovable unity of 
Fate, the quiescent existence (and hence want of activity 
and vitahty) of the family and government, and the 
equal honour and consequent mdifierent unreahty of 
Apollo and the Furies, and the return of their spiritual 
life and activity mto Zeus solely and simply. 

This destmy completes the depopulation of Heaven 
— of that unthinking blendmg of mdmduahty and 
ultimate Bemg — a blending whereby the action of 
this absolute Being appears as something incoherent, 
contingent, unworthy of itself; for individuality, when 
attaching in a merely superficial way to absolute Bemg, 
IS unessential. The expulsion of such unreal msubstan- 
tial ideas, which was demanded by the philosophers of 
antiquity, thus already has its beginning m tragedy in 
general, through the fact that the division of the sub- 
stance IS controlled by the notion, and hence individu- 
ahty IS the essential individuahty, and the specific 
determ m ations are absolute characters. The self-con- 
sciousness represented m tragedy knows and acknow- 
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ledges on that account only one highest power, Zeus. 
This Zeus IS known and acknowledged only as the 
power of the state or of the hearth and home, and, in 
the opjiosition belongnig to knowledge, merely as the 
Father of the knowledge of the particular, — a knowledge 
assuming a figure in the drama- — and agam as the Zeus of 
the oath and of the Furies, the Zeus of what is universal, 
of the inner bemg dwellmg m concealment. The further 
moments taken from the notion {Begnff) and dispersed 
in the form of ideal presentation ( Vo7stellung), moments 
which the chorus permits to hold good one after the 
other, are, on the other hand, not the “pathos” of the 
hero; they sink to the level of passions m the hero — to 
the level of accidental, insubstantial moments, which 
the impersonal chorus no doubt praises, but which are 
not capable of constituting the character of heroes, nor 
of bemg expressed and revered by them as their real 
nature. 

But, further, the persons of the divine Bemg itself, 
as well as the characters of its substance, coalesce into 
the simplicity of what is devoid of consciousness. This 
necessity has, in contrast to self-consciousness, the char- 
acteristic of bemg the negative power of aU the shapes 
that appear, a power m which they do not recogmze 
themselves, but perish therem. The self appears as 
merely allotted amongst the different characters, and 
not as the mediating factor of the process. But self-con- 
sciousness, the simple certainty of self, is in point of fact 
the negative power, the unity of Zeus, the unity of the 
substantial essence and abstract necessity, it is the 
spiritual umty into which everything returns. Because 
actual self-consciousness is still distinguished from the 
substance and fate, it is partly the chorus, or rather 
the crowd lookmg on, whom this movement of the 
divme life fills with fear as bemg somethmg alien and 
strange, or in whom this movement, as somethmg 
closely touching themselves, produces merely the emo- 



THE SPIRITUAL WORK OF ART 746 

tion of passive pity. Partly again, so far as conscious- 
ness co-operates and belongs to the various characters, 
this alliance is of an external kind, is a hypocrisy — 
because the true union, that of self, fate, and substance, 
IS not yet present. The hero, who appears before the 
onlookers, breaks up uito his mask and the actor, mto 
the person of the play and the actual self. 

The self-consciousness of the heroes must step forth 
from its mask and be represented as knowmg itself to 
be the fate both of the gods of the chorus and of the 
absolute powers themselves, and as bemg no longer 
separated from the chorus, the universal con- 
sciousness. 

Comedy has, then, first of all, the aspect that actual 
self-consciousness represents itself as the fate of the 
gods. These elemental Beings are, qua umversal mo- 
ments, no defimte self, and are not actual. They are, 
indeed, endowed with the form of individuality, but 
this IS m their case merely put on, and does not 
really and truly belong to them. The actual self has no 
such abstract moment as its substance and content. 
The subject, therefore, is raised above such a moment, 
as it would be above a particular quality, and when 
clothed with this mask gives utterance to the irony 
of such a property trymg to be somethmg on its own 
account. The pretentious claims of the universal 
abstract nature are shown up and discovered in the 
actual self; it is seen to be caught and held in a con- 
crete reality, and lets the mask drop, just when it wants 
to be something genuine. The self, appearing here in its 
significance as something actual, plays with the mask 
which it once puts on, m order to be its own person; 
but it breaks away from this seemmg and pretence 
just as quickly agam, and comes out m its own naked- 
ness and commonness, which it shows not to be distmct 
from the proper self, the actor, nor again from the 
onlooker. 
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This general dissolution, which the formally em- 
bodied essential natm’e as a whole undergoes when it 
assumes mdividuality, becomes in its content more 
serious, and hence more petulant and bitter, in so far 
as the content possesses its moie serious and necessary 
meanmg. The divme substance combines the meaning 
of natural and ethical essentiality. 

As regards the natural element, actual self-conscious- 
ness shows in the very fact of applying elements of 
nature for its adornment, for its abode and so on, and 
again in feastmg on its own olfermg, that itself is the 
Fate to which the secret is betrayed, no matter what 
may be the truth as regards the mdependent substanti- 
ality of nature In the mystery of the bread and wine 
it makes its very own this self-subsistence of nature 
together with the significance of the inner reality; and 
in Comedy it is conscious of the mony lurking m this 
meanmg. 

So far, agam, as this meaning contains the essence 
of ethical reality, it is partly the nation in its two 
aspects of the state, or Demos proper, and individual 
family life, partly, however, it is self-conscious pure 
knowledge, or rational thought of the umversal. Demos, 
the general mass, which knows itself as master and 
governor, and is also aware of being the insight and 
intelligence which demand respect, exerts compulsion 
and is befooled through the particularity of its actual 
life, and exhibits the ludicrous contrast between its 
own opinion of itself and its immediate existence, 
between its necessity and contmgency, its universality 
and its vulgarity. If the prmciple of its individual 
existence, cut off from the umversal, breaks out m the 
proper figure of an actual man and openly usurps and 
admimsters the commonwealth, to which it is a secret 
harm and detriment, then there is more immediately 
disclosed the contrast between the universal m the 
sense of a theory, and that with which practice is con- 
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cerned; there stand exposed the entire emancipation 
of the ends and aims of the mere individual from the 
universal order, and the scorn the mere mdividual 
shows for such order.^ 

Rational thinking removes contingency of form and 
shape from the divine Bemg; and, m opposition to 
the uncritical wisdom of the chorus — a wisdom, givmg 
utterance to all sorts of ethical maxims and stampmg 
with validity and authority a multitude of laws and 
specific conceptions of duty and of right — rational 
thought lifts these mto the simple Ideas of the Beautiful 
and the Good. The process of this abstraction is the 
consciousness of the dialectic mvolved in these maxims 
and laws themselves, and hence the consciousness of 
the disappearance of that absolute validity with which 
they previously appeared. Since the contmgent charac- 
ter and superficial mdividuahty which imagmation lent 
to the divme Beings, vanish, they are left, as regards 
their natural aspect, with merely the nakedness of 
their immediate existence, they are Clouds,^ a passing 
vapour, like those imaginative ideas. Havmg passed 
in accordance with them essential character, as deter- 
mined by thought, mto the simple thoughts of the 
Beautiful and the Good, these latter submit to being 
filled with every kind of content. The force of dialectic 
knowledge® puts determinate laws and maxims of 
action at the mercy of the pleasure and levity of youth, 
led astray therewith, and gives weapons of deception 
into the hands of solicitous and apprehensive old age, 
restricted in its interests to the mdividual details of 
life. The pure thoughts of the Beautiful and the Good 
thus display a comic spectacle — ^through their being 
set free from the opmion, which contams both their 
determinateness in the sense of content and also them 

1 Cp. Cleon m Aristophanes, KmgJits 

2 Cp Aristophanes, Clouds 

® Cp the arguments in the Clouds, 
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absolute determinateness, the firm hold of consciousness 
upon them, they become empty, and, on that very 
account, the sport of the private opinion and caprice 
of any chance mdividuality. 

Here, then, the Fate, formerly without consciousness, 
consiatmg m empty rest and forgetfulness, and separ- 
ated from self-consciousness, is united with self-con- 
sciousness The individual^ self is the negative force 
through which and m which the gods, as also their 
moments, (nature as existent fact and the thoughts of 
their determinate characters), pass away and disappear. 
At the same time, the mdividual self is not the mere 
vacuity of disappearance, but preserves itself m this 
very nothmgness, holds to itself and is the sole and 
only reality. The religion of art is fulfilled and con- 
summated in it, and is come full circle. Through the 
fact that it IS the individual consciousness in its cer- 
tamty of self which manifests itself as this absolute 
power, this latter has lost the form of something ideally 
presented {vorgesteUt), separated from and alien to 
consciousness m general — as were the statue and also 
the livmg embodiment of beauty or the content of the 
Epic and the powers and persons of Tragedy Nor again 
is the umty the unconscious unity of the cult and the 
mysteries; rather the self proper of the actor comcides 
with the part he impersonates, just as the onlooker is 
perfectly at home in what is represented before him, 
and sees himself playing in the drama before him. 
What this self-consciousness beholds, is that whatever 
assumes the form of essentiality as agamst self-con- 
sciousness, is instead dissolved within it — withm its 
thought, its existence and action, — and is quite at its 
mercy. It is the return of everything umversal into 
certamty of self, a certainty which, m consequence, is 
this complete loss of fear of everything strange and 
alien, and complete loss of substantial reahty on the 

^ In comedy. 
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part of what is alien and external. Such certainty is a 
state of spiritual good health and of self-abandonment 
thereto, on the part of consciousness, in a way that, out- 
side this kind of comedy, is not to be found an3^here.^ 

^ Cp Hegel’s AesiheHl, W W , X,, 3, 560 
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Through the Eeligion of Art spu’it has passed from 
the form of substance into that of Subject, for art 
brmgs out its shape and form, and imbues it with the 
nature of action, or establishes m it the self-conscious- 
ness which merely disappears in the awesome substance 
and in the attitude of simple trust does not itself com- 
prehend itself This mcarnation in human form of the 
Divme Bemg begms with the statue, which has m it 
only the outward shape of the self, while the inner life 
thereof, its activity, falls outside it. In the case of the 
cult, however, both aspects have become one; m the 
outcome of the religion of art this unity, in bemg com- 
pletely attamed, has at the same time also passed over 
to the extreme of self; m the spirit, which is perfectly 
certain of itself m the individual existence of con- 
sciousness, all essential content is swallowed up and 
submerged The proposition, which gives this light- 
hearted folly expression, runs thus: “The SeK is 
Absolute Being ” The Bemg which was substance, and 
in which the self was the accidental element, has 
dropped to the level of a predicate; and m this self- 
consciousness, over agamst which nothmg appears m 
the form of objective Bemg, spirit has lost its aspect of 
consciousness.® 

This proposition, “The Self is Absolute Being”, 
belongs, as is evident on the face of it, to the non- 
religious, the concrete actual spirit; and we have to 
recall what form of spirit it is which gives expression 
to it. This form will contam at once the movement of 
that proposition and its conversion, which lowers the 
self to a predicate and raises substance into subject. 
This we must understand to take place m such a way 

^ Christianity ^ 'VVhich implies such opposition 
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that the converse statement does not per se, or for us, 
make substance mto subject, or, what is the same thing, 
does not reinstate substance agam so that the con- 
sciousness of spirit is carried back to its commencement 
m natural religion, but rather in such a way that this 
conversion is brought about for and through self-con- 
sciousness itself. Smce this latter consciously gives itself 
up, it IS preserved and mamtamed m thus relinquishmg 
itself, and remams the subject of the substance; but 
as bemg likewise 5eZ/-relmquished, it has at the same 
time the consciousness of this substance. In other words, 
since, by thus offermg itself up, it produces substance 
as subject, this subject remains its own very seh. If, 
then, takmg the two propositions, in the first the 
subject merely disappears m substantiality, and ia the 
second the substance is merely a predicate, and both 
sides are thus present in each with contrary mequality 
of value — ^the result hereby effected is that the union 
and transfusion of both natures [subject and sub- 
stance] become apparent In this umon both, with 
equal value and worth, are at once essential and also 
merely moments. Hence it is that spirit is equally 
consciousness of itself as its objective substance, as 
well as simple self-contained self-consciousness. 

The religion of art belongs to the spirit ammating 
the ethical sphere, the spirit which we formerly saw 
smk and disappear in the condition of right,^ i.e. in 
the proposition* “The self as such, the abstract person, 
is absolute Being ” In ethical hfe the self is absorbed 
in the spirit of its nation, it is universality fiUed to the 
fuU. Simple abstract indmduahty, however, rises out 
of this content, and its lightheartedness clarifies and 
rarifies it till it becomes a “person” and attams the 
abstract universality of right. Here the substantial 
reality of the ethical spirit is lost, the abstract msub- 
stantial spirits of national individuals are gathered 

1 The Roman State. 
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together into a pantheon, not into a iiantheon repre- 
sented in idea {Votstellimg), whose impotent form lets 
each alone to do as it likes, but mto the pantheon of 
abstract umversality, of pure thought, which disem- 
bodies them, and bestows on the spnitless self, on 
the individual person, complete existence on its own 
account. 

But this self, through its being empty, has let the 
content go; this consciousness is Being merely within 
itself Its own existence, the legal reeogmtion of the 
person, is an unfulfilled empty abstraction. It thus 
reaUy possesses merely the thought of itself, m other 
words, as it there exists and knows itself as object, it 
is somethmg unreal. Consequently, it is merely stoic 
mdependence, the mdependence of thought; and this 
finds, by passmg through the process of scepticism, its 
ultimate truth in that form we called the “unhappy 
self -consciousness” — the soul of despair. 

This knows how the case stands with the actual 
claims to validity which the abstract [legal] person puts 
forward, as also with the validity of this person in 
pure thought [m Stoicism]. It knows that a vmdica- 
tion of such validity means reaUy bemg altogether lost , 
it IS just this loss become conscious of itself, and is the 
surrender and relinquishment of its knowledge about 
itself. We see that this “unhappy consciousness” con- 
stituted the counterpart and the complement of the 
perfectly happy consciousness, that of comedy. All 
divme reality goes back mto this latter type of con- 
sciousness; it means, m other words, the complete 
relinquishment and emptying of substance. The former, 
on the contrary, is conversely the tragic fate that befalls 
certainty of self which aims at bemg absolute, at being 
seU-suflScient. It is consciousness of the loss of every- 
thmg of significance in this certamty of itself, and of the 
loss even of this knowledge or certamty of self — ^the loss 
of substance as well as of self; it is the bitter pain 
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which finds expression m the cruel words, “God is 
dead”.i 

In the condition of right or law, then, the ethical 
world has vanished, and its type of religion has passed 
away m the mood of Comedy The “unhappy con- 
sciousness” the soul of despair, is just the knowledge 
of all this loss It has lost both the worth and dignity 
it attached to its immediate personality [as a legal 
person] as well as that attachmg to its personality 
when reflected m the medium of thought [m the case 
of Stoicism]. Trust m the eternal laws of the Gods is 
likewise silenced, just as the oracles are dumb, who 
pretended to know what to do m particular cases. The 
statues set up are now corpses m stone whence the 
animating soul has flown, while the hymns of praise 
are words from which all behef has gone The tables 
of the gods are bereft of spiritual food and drmk, and 
from his games and festivals man no more receives the 
jojdul sense of his umty with the divme Being. The 
works of the muse lack the force and energy of the 
spirit which derived the certamty and assurance of 
itself just from the crushing ruin of gods and men. 
They are themselves now just what they are for us — 
beautiful fruit broken off the tree; a kindly fate has 
passed on those works to us, as a maiden might offer 
such fruit off a tree. Their actual life as they exist is 
no longer there, not the tree that bore them, not the 
earth, and the elements, which constituted their sub- 
stance, nor the climate that determined then constitu- 
tive character, nor the change of seasons which con- 
trolled the process of their growth. So too it is not their 
living world that Fate preserves and gives us with 
those works of ancient art, not the sprmg and summer 
of that ethical life m which they bloomed and ripened, 
but the veiled remembrance alone of aU this reality. 
Our action, therefore, when we enjoy them is not that 

^ !From a hymn of Luthor 

BBB 
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of woi'ship, tliroiigli which our conscious life might 
attam its complete truth and be satisfied to the full: 
our action is external; it consists m wipnig off some 
drop of ram or speck of dust from these fruits, and m 
place of the uiner elements composing the reality of 
the ethical life, a reality that environed, created and 
mspired these works, we erect in prolix detail the 
scaffoldmg of the dead elements of their outward 
existence, — slanguage, historical cncumstances, etc. All 
this we do, not m order to enter mto their very life, 
but only to represent them ideally or pictorially {vor- 
stellen) withm ourselves. But just as the maiden who 
hands us the plucked fruits is more than the nature 
which presented them in the first mstance — the nature 
which provided all them detailed conditions and ele- 
ments, tree, air, light, and so on — smce m a higher way 
she gathers aU this together mto the light of her self- 
conscious eye, and her gesture m offermg the gifts; so. 
too the spirit of the fate, which presents us with those 
works of art, is more than the ethical life realized in 
that nation For it is the tnwaidizing m us, m the form 
of conscious memory {Ei-Innerung), of the spirit which 
in them was manifested m a still external way; — ^it is 
the spirit of the tragic fate which collects all those 
mdividual gods and attributes of the substance into 
the one Pantheon, mto the spirit which is itself con- 
scious of itself as spmt. 

All the conditions for its production are present, 
and this totality of its conditions constitutes the de- 
velopment of it, its notion, or the mherent production 
of it. The cycle of the creations of art embraces in its 
scope all forms in which the absolute substance relin- 
quishes itself. The absolute substance is m the form of 
individuality as a thmg, as an object existmg for sense 
experience; as pure language, or the process of that 
form whose existence does not get away from the self, 
and is a purely evanescent object; as immediate unity 
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with universal self-consciousness when inspired with 
enthusiasm; as mediated umty when performing the 
acts of the cult, as corporeal embodiment of the self 
in a form of beauty, and finally as existence lifted mto 
ideal representation ( Vorstellung) and the expansion of 
this existence into a world which at length gathers its 
content together mto universality, a universal which 
IS at the same time pure certainty and assurance of 
itself. These forms, and, on the other side, the world 
of personahty and legal right, the wild and desert 
waste of content with its constituent elements set 
free and detached, as also the thought-constituted per- 
sonality of Stoicism, and the unresting disquiet of 
Scepticism — ^these compose the periphery of the circle 
of shapes and forms, which attend, an expectant 
and eager throng, round the birthplace of spirit as it 
becomes self-consciousness. Their centre is the yearn- 
mg agony of the unhappy despanmg self-consciousness, 
a pam which permeates all of them and is the common 
birthpang at its production, — ^the simplicity of the pure 
notion, which contains those forms as its moments. 

Spirit, here, has m it two sides, which are above re- 
presented as the two converse propositions: one is this, 
that substance empties itself of itself, and becomes self- 
consciousness; the other is the converse, that self-con- 
sciousness empties itself of itself and makes itself mto 
the form of “thmg”, or makes itself universal seif. Both 
sides have m this way met each other, and, m con- 
sequence, their true union has arisen The rehnquish- 
ment or “kenosis” on the part of the substance, its 
becommg self-consciousness, expresses the transition 
into the opposite, the unconscious transition of neces- 
sity, in other words, that it is implicitly self-conscious- 
ness. Conversely, the emptying of seK-consciousness 
expresses this, that imphcitly it is Universal Bemg, or 
— ^because the self is pure self-existence, which is at 
home with itself m its opposite — that the substance is 



756 PHENOBIENOLOay OF MIND 

seK-consciousness explicitly for tTie self, and, just on 
that account, is spirit. Of this spirit, which has left the 
form of substance behind, and enters existence in the 
shape of self-consciousness, we may say, therefore — 
if we wish to use terms drawn from the *^1100688 of 
natural generation — ^that it has a real mother '^ut a 
potential or an implicit father. For actual reality ,''M 3 r 
self-consciousness, and imphcit bemg m the sense oi^ 
substance are its two moments ; and by the reciprocity 
of their kenosis, each relmquishmg or “emptying” 
itself of itself and becommg the other, spu'it thus 
comes mto existence as their unity. 

In so far as self-consciousness m a one-sided way 
grasps only its oim rehnquishmeiit, although its object 
IS thus for it at once both existence and self and it 
knows aU existence to be spmtual in natiiie, yet true 
spirit has not become thereby objective for it. For, 
so far, being in general or substance, would not essenti^ 
aUy from its side be also emptied of itself, and beeom^ 
self-consciousness In that case, then, all existence is 
spiritual reahty merely from the standpoint of con- 
sciousness, not inherently m itself. Spirit in this way 
has merely a fictitious or imagmary existence.^ This 
imagination is fantastic extravagance of mind, which 
introduces into nature as well as history, the world 
and the mythical ideas of early religions, another 
inner esoteric meaning different from what they, 
the face of them, bear directly to consciousness, and, 
m particular, in the case of religions, another meaning 
than the self-consciousness, whose religions they were, 
actually knew to be there. But this meanmg is one that 
is borrowed, a garment, which does not cover the 
nakedness of the outer appearance, and secures no 
belief and respect; it is no more than murky darkness 
and a pecuhar crazy contortion of consciousness. 

If then this meaning of the objective is not to be bare 
^ As in neo-Piatonism. 
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fancy and imagination, it must be inherent and essential 
{an sich), i.e. must m the first place arise in conscious- 
ness as sprmgmg from the very notion, and must come 
forth m its necessity. It is thus that self-knowing spirit 
has arisen, it has arisen through the knowledge of 
immediate consciousness, i.e. of consciousness of the 
existmg object, by means of its necessary process. 
This notion, which, bemg immediate, had also, for its 
consciousness, the shape of immediacy, has, in the 
second place, taken on the form of seh-consciousness 
essentially and niherently, i e. by just the same necessity 
of the notion by which bemg or immediacy, the abstract 
object of self-consciousness, renounces itself and be- 
comes, for consciousness. Ego. The immediate entity 
{Ansich), or [objectively] existent necessity, is, however, 
different from the [subjective] thinkmg entity, or the 
knowledge of necessity — a distinction which, at the 
same time, does not lie outside the notion, for the 
simple umty of the notion is itself immediate bemg 
The notion is at once what empties or relmquishes itself, 
or the explicit unfoldmg of directly apprehended [ange- 
schaut) necessity, and is also at home with itself m that 
necessity, knows it and comprehends it. The immediate 
inherent nature of spirit, which takes on the form of 
self-consciousness, means nothmg else than that the 
concrete actual world-spint has reached this knowledge 
of itself. It is then too that this knowledge first enters 
its consciousness, and enters it as truth. How that 
came about has already been explamed. 

That Absolute Spirit has taken on the shape of self- 
consciousness inherently, and therefore also consciously 
to itself — ^this appears now as the belief of the world, 
the belief that spirit exists in fact as a definite self- 
consciousness, i.e. as an actual human bemg ; that spirit 
is an object for immediate experience, that the be- 
hevmg mind sees, feels, and hears this divmity.^ Taken 

^ e g in Chiisfciamty 
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thus it is not imagination, not a fancy; it is actual in 
the believer. Consciousness m that case does not set 
out from its own inner life, does not start from thought, 
and in itself combine the thought of God with exis- 
tence; rather it sets out from immediate present 
existence, and recognizes God m it. 

The moment of immediate existence is present in the 
content of the notion, and present in such a way that 
the rehgious spirit, on the return of all ultimate reality 
into consciousness, has become simple positive self, Just 
as the actual spirit as such, m the case of the “unhappy 
consciousness”, was just this simple self-conscious nega- 
tivity. The self of the existent spirit has m that way 
the form of complete immediacy. It is neither set up 
as something thought, or imagmatively represented, 
nor as somethmg produced, as is the case with the 
immediate self m natural religion, or again m rehgion 
as art. Eather, this concrete God is beheld sensuously 
and immediately as a self, as a real individual human 
being; only so is it a self-conseiousness. 

This incarnation of the Divine Being, its having 
essentially and directly the shape of seK-consciousness, 
IS the simple content of Absolute Eeligion. Here the 
Divine Being is known as Spirit, this rehgion is the 
Divme Being’s consciousness concerning itself that 
it IS Spirit. For spirit is knowledge of self m a state of 
alienation of self : spirit is the Bemg which is the process 
of retainmg identity with itseH in its otherness. This, 
however, is Substance, so far as in its accidents sub- 
stance at the same time is turned back into itself; and 
IS so, not as bemg indifferent towards somethmg un- 
essential and, consequently, as finding itseH m some 
alien element, but as being there withm itself, i.e. so 
far as it is subject or self. 

In this form of rehgion the Divine Bemg is, on that 
account, Teveoilcd. Its being revealed obviously consists 
in this, that what it is, is known. It is, however, known 
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just m its being known as spirit, as a Being which is 
essentially self-consciousness. 

There is something in its object concealed from 
consciousness if the object is for consciousness an 
“other”, or something alien, and if consciousness does 
not know the object as its self. This concealment, this 
secrecy, ceases when the Absolute Being qua spirit is 
object of consciousness. Bor here m its relation to 
consciousness the object is m the form of seK, i.e. 
consciousness immediately knows itself there, or is 
manifest, revealed, to itself in the object. Itself is 
manifest to itself only m its own certainty of self; the 
object it has is the self; self, however, is nothing alien 
and extraneous, but inseparable unity with itself, the 
immediately universal. It is the pure notion, pure 
thought, or self-existence, (bemg-for-self), which is 
immediately heing, and, therewith, bemg-for-another, 
and, qua this bemg-for-another, is immediately turned 
back into itself and is at home with itself (Set sich). 
It is thus the truly and solely revealed. The Good, the 
Bighteous, the Holy, Creator of Heaven and Earth, 
etc. — all these are predicates of a subject, universal 
moments, which have their support on this central 
point, and only are when consciousness goes back into 
thought. 

As long as it is they that are known, their ground and 
essential bemg, the Subject itself, is not yet revealed; 
and in the same way the specific determinations of the 
universal are not this universal itself. The Subject itself, 
and consequently this pure universal too, is, however, 
revealed as self; for this seH is just this mner being 
reflected mto itself, the mner bemg which is immediately 
given and is the proper certamty of that self, for which 
it is given. To be in its notion that which reveals and 
is revealed — ^this is, then, the true shape of spirit; and 
moreover, this shape, its notion, is alone its very essence 
and its substance. Spirit is known as self-consciousness, 
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and to this self-conscionsness it is dhectly revealed, for 
it is this seH-conscionsness itself. The divine nature 
is the same as the human, and it is this iimty which is 
intuitively apprehended {angeschaut). 

Here, then, we find as a fact consciousness, or the 
general form in which Being is aware of Bemg — ^the 
shape which Being adopts — to be identical with its self- 
consciousness. This shape is itself a self-consciousness; 
it is thus at the same time an existent object; and this 
existence possesses equally directly the significance of 
pure thought, of Absolute Bemg. 

The absolute Bemg existmg as a concrete actual self- 
consciousness, seems to have descended from its eternal 
pure simplicity; but in fact it has, in so doing, attamed 
for the first time its highest nature, its supreme reach of 
being. For only when the notion of Being has reached 
its simple purity of nature, is it toth the absolute 
abstraction, which is pure thought and hence the pure 
smgleness of self, and immediacy or objective being, on 
account of its simphcity. 

What is called sense-consciousness is just this pure 
abstraction, it is this kind of thought for which being is 
the immediate The lowest is thus at the same time the 
highest, the revealed which has come forth entirely 
to the surface is just therein the deepest reality. That 
the Supreme Being is seen, heard, etc , as an existent 
seh-consciousness, — this is, m very truth, the culmma- 
tion and consummation of its notion. And through this 
consummation, the Divine Bemg is given and exists 
immediately m its character as Divine Being 

This immediate existence is at the same time not 
solely and simply immediate consciousness; it is re- 
hgious consciousness. This immediacy means not only 
an existent self-consciousness, but also the purely 
thought-constituted or Absolute Bemg; and these 
meanings are inseparable. What we [the philosophers] 
are conscious of in our conception, — that objective 
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being is ultimate essence, — ^is the same as what the 
religious consciousness is aware of. This unity of being 
and essence, of thought which is immediately existence, 
is immediate knowledge on the part of this religious 
consciousness ]ust as it is the mner thought or the 
mediated reflective knowledge of this consciousness. 
For this unity of bemg and thought is self-consciousness 
and actually exists; m other words, the thought-con- 
stituted umty has at the same time this concrete shape 
and form of what it is. God, then, is here revealed, as 
He is, He actually exists as He is m Himself; He is real 
as Spirit. God is attamable in pure speculative know- 
ledge alone, and only ^s m that knowledge, and is merely 
that knowledge itseh, for He is spirit, and this specula- 
tive knowledge is the Imowledge furmshed by revealed 
religion. That knowledge knows God to be thought, 
or pure Essence, and knows this thought as actual 
being and as a real existence, and existence as the 
negativity of itself, hence as Self, an individual “this” 
and a universal self. It is just this that revealed religion 
knows. 

The hopes and expectations of preceding ages pressed 
forward to, and were solely directed towards this 
revelation, the vision of what Absolute Bemg is, and 
the discovery of themselves therein This joy, the joy 
of seeing itself in Absolute Being, becomes reahzed m 
self-consciousness, and seizes the whole world. For the 
Absolute IS Spirit, it is the simple movement of those 
pure abstract moments, which expresses just this — 
that Ultimate Reality is then, and not till then, known 
as Spirit when it is seen and beheld as immediate seK- 
consciousness. 

This conception of spirit knowing itself to be spirit, 
is stfll the immediate notion; it is not yet developed. 
The ultimate Being is spirit; in other words, it has 
appeared, it is revealed. This first revelation is itself 
immediate; but the immediacy is likewise thought, 
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or pure mediation, and must therefore exhibit and set 
forth this moment in the sphere of immediacy as such. 

Lookmg at this more precisely, spirit, when self- 
consciousness IS immediate, is “this” mdividual self -con- 
sciousness set up in contrast to the universal self- 
consciousness. It IS a one, an excludmg umt, which 
appears to that consciousness, for which it exists, in 
the as yet impervious form of a sensuous other, an 
unresolved entity in the sphere of sense This other 
does not yet know spirit to be its own; m other words, 
spirit, m its form as an individual self, does not yet 
exist as equally umversal self, as all self. Or again, the 
shape it assumes has not as yet the form of the notion, i.e. 
of the universal self, of the self which in its immediate 
actual reality is at once transcended, is thought, univer- 
sality, without losmg its reahty m this universality. 

The preliminary and similarly immediate form of this 
umversality is, however, not at once the form of thought 
itself, of the notion as notion; it is the universality of 
actual reahty, it is the “allness”, the eoUeetive totality, 
of the selves, and is the elevation of existence into the 
sphere of figurative thought {V 01 stellung) ; just as m 
general, to take a concrete example, the “this” of 
sense, when transcended, is first of all the “thing” 
of “perception”, and is not yet the “universal” of 
‘ ‘understandmg’ ’ . 

This indiYidual human being, then, which Absolute 
Being is revealed to be, goes through in its own case as 
an individual the process found in sense existence. He 
IS the immediately present Grod; m consequence. His 
bemg passes over into His hxmng been. Consciousness, 
for which God is thus sensuously present, ceases to see 
Him, to hear Him: it has seen Him, it has heard H im . 
And it is because it only has seen and heard Him, that 
it first becomes itself spiritual consciousness;^ or, in 

^ Cp "He that hath seen me hath seen the Father’* (John xiv ), "If I go 
n.ot away the Comforter wiH not come unto you” xvi ), 
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other words, He has now arisen in Spirit, as He formerly 
rose before consciousness as an object existing m the 
sphere of sense. For, a consciousness which sees and 
hears Hun by sense, is one which is itself merely an 
immediate consciousness, which has not cancelled and 
transcended the disparateness of objectivity, has not 
withdrawn it mto pure thought, but knows this objec- 
tively presented individual, and not itself, as spirit. In 
the disappearance of the immediate existence of what 
IS known to be Absolute Being, immediacy acquires its 
negative moment. Spirit remams the immediate self of 
actual reality, but m the form of the umversal seH- 
consciousness of a religious commumon,^ a self-con- 
sciousness which rests in its own proper substance, just 
as in it this substance is umversal subject: it is not the 
individual subject by himself, but the individual along 
with the consciousness of the commumon, and what he 
is for this communion is the complete whole of the 
individual spirit. 

The conditions “past” and “distance” are, however, 
merely the imperfect form m which the immediateness 
gets mediated or made universal; this is merely dipped 
superficially in the element of thought, is kept there 
as a sensuous mode of immediacy, and not made one 
with the nature of thought itseh. It is lifted out of 
sense merely into the region of pictorial presentation; 
for this is the synthetic [external] connexion of sen- 
suous immediacy and its universahty or thought. 

Pictorial presentation constitutes the characteristic 
form in which spirit is conscious of itseH in this its 
religious commumon. This form is not yet the self- 
consciousness of spirit which has reached its notion as 
notion; the mediating process is stfil incomplete. In 
this connexion of bemg and thought, then, there is a 
defect; spiritual life is still cumbered with an unrecon- 

1 “Lo,I am with you alway, even unto the end of the woild” (Matt 
xxvni. , also svm 20) 
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ciled diremption into a “here” and a “beyond”. The 
content is the true content; but all its moments, when 
placed m the element of mere imagmatiye presentation, 
have the character, not of bemg conceptually compre- 
hended, but of appearmg as completely independent 
aspects, externally related to one another. 

In order that the true content may also obtain its 
true form for consciousness, the latter must necessarily 
pass to a higher plane of mental development, where 
the absolute Substance is not mtuitively apprehended 
but conceptually comprehended and where conscious- 
ness IS for ttself brought to the level of its seK-con- 
sciousness; — as this has already taken place objectively 
or for us [who have analysed the process of experience]. 

We have to consider this content as it exists m its 
consciousness. Absolute Spirit is content; that is how 
it exists m the shape of its truth. But its truth consists 
not merely m bemg the substance or the inherent 
reality of the religious communion; nor agam in commg 
out of this inwardness into the objectivity of imagi- 
native thought; but in becoming concrete actual seK, 
reflecting itself mto self, and bemg Subject. This, then, 
IS the process which spirit realizes m its communion; 
this IS its hfe. What this self-reveahng spirit is m and 
for itself, is therefore not brought out by the rich con- 
tent of its life bemg, so to say, untwined and reduced 
to its original and primitive strands, to the ideas, for 
mstance, presented before the minds of the first im- 
perfect religious commumon, or even to what the actual 
human being [mearnatmg the Divme Spirit] has spoken.^ 
This reversion to the primitive is based on the instinct 
to get at the notion, the ultimate prmciple; but it 
confuses the origm, in the sense of the immediate 
existence of the first historical appearance, with the 
simphoity of the notion. By thus impoverishmg the 
hfe of spirit, by clearing away the idea of the com- 

1 VIZ Cluist, 
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mmiion and its action with regard to its idea, there 
arises, therefore, not the notion, but bare externality 
and particularity, merely the historical manner m 
which spirit once upon a time appeared, the soulless 
recollection of a presumably {gemeinten) individual 
historical figure and its past '‘■ 

Spirit IS content of its consciousness to begm with in 
the form of pure substance, m other words, it is content 
of its pure consciousness. This element of thought is 
the process of descending mto existence, or mdividuality . 
The middle term between these two is their synthetic 
connexion, the consciousness of passing mto otherness, 
the process of imagmative presentation as such. The 
third stage is the return from this presentation and 
from that otherness, m other words, it is the element 
of self-consciousness itself. 

These three moments constitute the life of spirit. 
Its resolution m imaginative thought consists in its 
takmg on a determmate mode of bemg; this determin- 
ateness, however, is nothing but one of its moments. 
Its detailed process thus consists in spreadmg its nature 
out m each of its moments as in an element m which it 
lives: and in so far as each of these spheres completes 
itself m itself, this reflexion into itself is at the same 
time the transition into another sphere of its being. 
Imaginative presentation constitutes the middle term 
between pure thought and self-consciousness as such, 
and is merely one of the determmate forms. At the 
same time however, as has been shown, the character 
belongmg to such presentation — that of bemg “syn- 
thetic connexion” — ^is spread over all these elements 
and IS their common characteristic. 

The content itself, which we have to consider, has 
partly been met with already, as the idea of the “un- 
happy” and the “believing” consciousness In the case 
of the “unhappy” consciousness, however, the content 

1 The life and work of the historical Jesixs 
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has the characteristic of being produced from conscious- 
ness and for which it yearns, a content wherein the 
spirit can never be satiated nor find rest because the 
content is not yet its own content inherently and 
essentially, or in the sense of being its substance. In 
the case of the “believing” consciousness, agam, this 
content was regarded as the impersonal Being of the 
World, as the essentially objective content of imagina- 
tive thought — a pictorial thinking that seeks to escape 
the actual world altogether, and consequently has not 
the oertamty of self-consciousness, a certainty which is 
cut off from it, partly as being conceit of Imowledge, 
partly as bemg pure msight. The consciousness of the 
religious communion, on the other hand, possesses 
the content as its substance, ]ust as the content is the 
certamty the communion has of its own spirit. 

Spirit, represented at first as substance m the element 
of pure thought, is, thus, primarily the eternal essential 
Bemg, simple, self-identical, which does not, however, 
have this abstract meaning of essential Bemg, but the 
meaning of Absolute Spirit. Yet spirit consists, not in 
bemg a meanmg, not m bemg the inner, but in bemg 
the actual, the real “Simple eternal essential Bemg” 
would, therefore, be spirit merely in empty phrase, if 
we remained at the level of pictorial thought, and 
went no further than the expression of “simple eternal 
essential Bemg”. “Simple essential Bemg”, however, 
because it is abstraction, is in point of fact the inherently 
negative, is indeed the negativity of reflective thought, 
or negativity as found in Being jper se; i.e. it is absolute 
distmction from itself, is pure process of becoming its 
other Qua essential Bemg, it is merely unplicit, or for 
us : but smce this purity of form is just abstraction or 
negativity, it is /or %tself, it is the self, the notion. It is 
thus objective; and smce pictorial t hinkin g apprehends 
and expresses as an event what has just been expressed 
as the necessity of the notion, it wUl be said that the 
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eternal Being begets for itself an other. But in this 
otherness it has likewise, ipso facto, returned into itself 
again; for the distinction is distinction in itself, i.e. the 
distinction is directly distuiguished merely from itself, 
and is thus the unity returned into itself. 

There are thus three moments to be distinguished: 
Essential Bemg, explicit Self -existence, which is the 
express otherness of essential Being, and for which that 
Bemg is object; and Seh-existence or Self-knowledge 
in that other. The essential Bemg beholds only itself 
in its Seh-existence, m its objective otherness. In thus 
emptying itself, m this kenosis, it is merely withm 
itself, the mdependent SeK-existence which excludes 
itself from essential Bemg is the knowledge of itself on 
the part of essential Bemg. It is the “Word”, the Logos, 
which when spoken empties the speaker of himself, 
outwardizes him, and leaves him behmd emptied, but 
is as immediately perceived, and only this act of self- 
perceiving himself is the actual existence of the “Word”. 
Hence, then, the distmctions which are set up are 
just as immediately resolved as they are made, and 
are just as directly made as they are resolved, and the 
truth and the reahty consist precisely m this self-closed 
circular process. 

This movement withm itself expresses the absolute 
Being qua Spirit. Absolute Being, when not grasped 
as Spirit, is merely the abstract void, just as spirit 
which is not grasped as this process is merely an empty 
word. Since its moments are grasped pureZi/ as moments, 
they are notions m restless activity, which are merely 
in being inherently their own opposite, and m finding 
their rest in the whole. But the pictorial thought of the 
religious commumon is not this notional thmkmg, it 
has the content without its necessity; and mstead of 
the form of the notion it brings into the realm of pure 
consciousness the natural relations of Father and Son. 
Since it thus, even when thinking, proceeds by way of 
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figurative ideas, absolute Being is indeed revealed to it, 
but the moments of this Being, owing to this [externally] 
synthetic pictorial thinkmg, partly fall of themselves 
apart from one another, so that they are not related to 
each other through their own very notion, while, partly 
agam, this figurative thmkmg retreats from the pure 
object it deals with, and takes up a merely external 
relation towards it. The object is externally revealed 
to it from an alien source, and in this thought of Spirit 
it does not recognize its own self, does not recogmze the 
nature of pure self-consciousness. In so far as the form 
of fi.gurative thinkmg and that way of thmkmg by 
means of relationships derived from nature have to be 
transcended, and especially the method of takmg the 
moments of the process, which Spirit is, as isolated 
immovable substances or subjects, mstead of transient 
moments — ^this transcendence is to be looked at as a 
compulsion on the part of the notion, in the way we 
formerly pomted out when dealing with another aspect. ^ 
But smce it is only an mstmct, it mistakes its own real 
character, rejects the content along with the form, and, 
what comes to the same thmg, degrades the content 
mto a historical imagmative idea and an heirloom 
handed down by tradition In this way there is re- 
tained and preserved only what is purely external in 
belief, and the retention of it as something dead and 
devoid of knowledge; while the inner element in belief 
has passed away, because this would be the notion 
knowing itself as notion. 

The Absolute Spirit, as pictured m the element of 
pure essential Being, is not indeed the abstract pure 
essential Bemg; rather, just by the fact that this is 
merely a moment m the hfe of Spirit, abstract essential 
Being has sunk to the level of a mere element (m which 
Spirit lives). The representation of Spirit m this 
element, however, has inherently the same defect, as 

p 764 
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§ards form, which, essential Being as such has. 
isential Being is abstraction, and, therefore, the 
gative of its simplicity, is an other ■ in the same way, 
)irit m the element of essential Bemg is the form of 
nple unity, which, on that account, is just as essenti- 
[y a process of becoming somethmg else. Or, what is 
e same thmg, the relation of the eternal Bemg to its 
If -existence, (its objective existence for Itself), is 
at of pure thought, an immediately simple relation. 

L this simple beholdmg of itself in the Other, otherness 
.erefore is not as such set up mdependently; it is 
stmction m the way of distinction, in pure thought, 
immediately no distinction — a recogmtion of Love, 
here lover and beloved are by their very nature not 
iposed to each other at aU. Spirit, which is expressed 
. the element of pure thought, is essentially just this: 
Dt to be merely in that element, but to be concrete, 
'.tual', for otherness itself, i.e. canceUmg and super- 
idmg its own pure thought-constituted notion, lies m 
le very notion of Spirit. 

The element of pure thought, because it is an abstract 
ement, is itself rather the other of its own simplicity, 
id hence passes over mto the proper element of 
aagmation — ^the element where the moments of the 
ure notion at once acquire a substantial existence m 
pposition to each other and are subjects as weU, which 
0 not exist in indifference towards each other, merely 
ir a third, but, being reflected mto themselves, break 
ivay from one another andstandconfronting each other. 
Merely eternal, or abstract Spirit, then, becomes 
a other to itself it enters existence, and, in the first 
istance, enters immediate existence. It creates a World, 
his “Creation” is the word which pictorial thought 
ses to convey the notion itself m its absolute move- 
lent ; or to express the fact that the simple which has 
een expressed as absolute, or pure thought, just 
ecause it is abstract, is really the negative, and 

000 
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hence opposed to itself, the other of itself; or because, 
to state the same m yet another way, what is put for- 
ward as essential Being is simple immediacy, bare 
existence, but qua immediacy or existence, is without 
Self, and, lacking thus mwardness, is passive, or exists 
for another. This existence for another is at the same 
time a world. Spirit, m the character of existmg for 
another, is the undisturbed separate subsistence of 
those moments formerly enclosed within pure thought, 
is, therefore, the dissolution of their simple universality, 
and their dispersion mto them own particularity. 

The world, however, is not merely Spuit thus thrown 
out and dispersed into the plenitude of existence and 
the external order imposed on it, for smce Spirit is 
essentially the simple Self, this self is likewise present 
therein. The world is obiectively exist^nt-spirit, which 
is individual self, that has consciousness and distin- 
guishes itself as other, as world, from itself. In the way 
this mdividual self is thus immediately established at 
first, it is not yet conscious of being Spirit; it thus does 
not exist as Spirit, it may be called “innocent”, but 
not strictly “good”. In order that in fact it may be 
self and Spmit, it has first to become objectively an 
other to itself, m the same way that the Eternal Being 
manifests itself as the process of bemg self-identical m 
its otherness. Smce this spirit is determined as yet only 
as immediately existmg, or dispersed mto the diverse 
multiplicity of its conscious life, its becommg “other” 
means that knowledge concentrates itself upon itself. 
Immediate existence turns into thought, or merely 
sense-consciousness turns round into consciousness of 
thought; and, moreover, because that thought has 
come from immediacy or is conditioned thought, it is 
not pure knowledge, but thought which contams other- 
ness, and IS, thus, the self-opposed thought of good 
and evil. Man is pietoriaUy represented by the rehgious 
mind in this way: it happened once as an event, with 
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no necessity about it, that he lost the form of harmonious 
unity with himself by plucking the fruits of the tree of 
the knowledge of good and evd, and was driven from 
the state of innocence, from Paradise, from the garden 
with all its creatures, and from nature offering its 
bounties without man’s toil. 

Smce this self -concentration on the part of the exis- 
tent consciousness has straightway the character of 
becommg discordant with itself, Evd appears as the 
first actual expression of the self-concentrated con- 
sciousness And because the thoughts of good and evd 
are utterly opposed, and this opposition is not yet 
broken down, this consciousness is essentially and 
merely evd. At the same time, however, owing to just 
this very opposition, there is present also the good 
consciousness opposing the one that is evd, and again 
then relation to each other. In so far as immediate 
existence turns round mto thought, and self-concen- 
tration IS partly itself thought, whde partly again the 
transition to otherness on the part of the inner self 
{Wesen), is thereby more precisely determined, — ^the 
fact of becommg evd can be removed further backwards 
away out of the actuady existing world and transferred 
to the very earliest realm of thought. It may thus be 
said that it was the very first-born Son of Light [Luci- 
fer] who, by becoming self-concentrated, fell, but that 
in his place another was at once created. Such a form 
of expression as “fallen”, belonging merely to figurative 
thought, and not to the notion, just like the term “Son”, 
either (we may say) transmutes and lowers the mo- 
ments of the notion to the level of imaginative thought, 
or transfers pictures mto the realm of thought. 

In the same way, it is matter of mdifference to co- 
ordinate a midtiphcity of other shapes and forms^ 
with the simple thought of otherness in the Being of the 
Eternal, and transfer to them that condition of self -con- 

1 The angelic Jaosts* 
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centration This co-ordination must, all the same, win 
approval, for the reason that, through it, this moment 
of otherness does express diversity, as it should do: 
not indeed as plurality m general, hut as determmate 
diversity, so that one part is the Son, that which is 
simple and knows itself to he essential Being, while the 
other part is the abandonment, the emptymg, of self- 
existence, and merely hves to praise that Bemg. To 
this part may then also he assigned the resumption 
once again of the self-existence relmquished, and that 
“self-centredness” characteristic of evil. In so far as 
this condition of otherness falls into two parts. Spirit 
might, as regards its moments, he more exactly ex- 
pressed numerically as a Quatermty, a four in one, or 
(because the multiplicity breaks up itself agam into two 
parts, viz. one part which has remamed good, the other 
which has become evil), might even be expressed as a 
Quinity. 

Countmg the moments, however, can be regarded as 
altogether useless, smce, for one thing, what is dis- 
tinguished IS itself just as truly one and smgle — ^viz. 
the thought of distinction which is only one thought — 
as the thought is this element distmguished, the second 
over against the first. For another thmg it is useless 
to count, because the thought which grasps the many 
in one has to be dissolved out of its universality and 
must be distingmshed mto more than three or four 
distmct components. This universality appears, m con- 
trast to the absolute determinateness of the abstract 
umt — ^the principle of number — as indeterminateness m 
relation to number as such; so that m this connexion we 
can speak only of numbers m general, i.e. not of a 
specific number of distinctions. Hence, in general, it is 
here quite superfluous to thmk of number and counting, 
just as, in other connexions, the bare difference of 
magnitude and multitude says nothing at all and falls 
outside conceptual thought. 
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Good and Evil were the specific distinctions of 
thought which we found. Since their opposition is not 
yet broken down, and they are represented as essential 
realities of thought, each of them independent by itself, 
man is the self with no essential reality of his own and 
the mere ground which couples them together, and on 
which they exist and war with one another. But these 
universal powers of good and evil belong all the same 
to the self, or the self is then actuahty From this 
pomt of view it thus comes about that, as evil is nothmg 
else than the self-concentration of the natural existence 
5 spirit, conversely, good enters mto actual reality 
and appears as an (ob ieotivelvl existmg self-conscious- 
ness. That which, when Spirit is interpreted m terms 
of pure thought, is m general merely hmted at as the 
Divme Bemg’s transition into otherness, here, for 
figurative thmkmg, comes nearer its realization: the 
realization is taken to consist m the Divine Bemg 
“humblmg” Itself, and renouncmg its abstract nature 
and unreality. The other aspect, that of evil, is taken 
by imagination as an event extraneous and alien to the 
Divine Bemg: to grasp evil m the Divine Being itself 
as the wrath of God — ^that is the supreme effort, the 
severest stram, of which figurative thought, 'wrestlmg 
with its own limitations, is capable, an effort which, 
since it is devoid of the notion, remams a fruitless 
struggle. 

The alienation of the Divme Nature is thus set up in 
its double-sided form: the self of Spirit, and its simple 
thought, are the two moments whose absolute unity is 
Spirit itself. Its alienation with itseff consists in the 
two falling apart from each other, and in the one having 
an unequal value as against the other. This disparate- 
ness is, therefore, twofold in character, and two con- 
nexions arise, which have in common the moments 
just given. In the one, the Divme Bemg stands for what 
is essential, while natural existence and the self are 
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unessential and are to be cancelled. In the other, on 
the contrary, it is self-existence which passes for what 
IS essential and the simply Divme for unessential. 
Then mediatmg, though still empty, ground is exis- 
tence in general, the bare community of their two 
moments. 

The dissolution of this opposition does not take 
effect through the struggle between the two elements, 
which are pictured as separate and independent 
Bemgs. Just in virtue of their independence each must 
inherently, through its own notion, dissolve itself m 
itself. The struggle only takes place where both cease 
to be this mixture of thought and independent exis- 
tence, and confront each other merely as thoughts- 
For there, being determinate notions, they essentially 
exist merely m the relation of opposition; qiM mde- 
pendent, on the other hand, they have their essential 
nature outside their opposition, their movement is 
thus free, self-determined, and peculiar to themselves. 
If, then, we consider the movement of both as it is m 
themselves — ^i.e. as it is essentially — ^theu movement 
starts only m that one of the two which has the charac- 
ter of being inherently essential as contrasted wuth the 
other. This is pictured as a spontaneous action; but the 
necessity for its self-abandonment lies in the notion that 
what IS inherently essential, and gets this specific 
character merely through opposition, has just on that 
account no real mdependent subsistence. Therefore that 
element which has for its essence, not independent 
self-existence, but simple bemg, is what empties and 
abandons itself, gives itself unto death, and so reconciles 
Absolute Bemg with its own self. For in this process it 
manifests itself as spirit: the abstract Being is estranged 
from itself, it has natural existence and the reality of 
an actual self. This its otherness, or its being sensuously 
present, is taken back again by the second process of 
becoming “other”, and is affirmed as superseded, as 
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universal. Thereby the Divine Being has come to itself 
in the sphere of the sensuous present; the immediate 
existence of actual reality has ceased to be something 
alien or external to the Divine, by being sublated, 
universal- this death (of immediacy) is therefore its 
rising anew as spirit. When the self-conscious Being 
cancels and transcends its immediate present, it is as 
universal self-consciousness This notion of the trans- 
cended mdividual self which is Absolute Bemg, imme- 
diately expresses therefore the establishment of a 
communion which, while hitherto havmg its abode m 
the sphere of pictorial thought, now returns mto itself 
as the Self: and Spirit thus passes from the second 
element constituting it, — ^figurative thought — ^and goes 
over to the third — self-consciousness as such. 

If we further consider the kmd of procedure that 
pictorial thmkmg adopts as it goes along, we find m 
the first place the expression that the Divme Bemg 
“takes on” human nature. Here it is eo %'pso asserted 
that implicitly and inherently the two are not separate : 
just as in the statement, that the Divme Bemg from 
the begninmg empties Itself of Itself, that its objective 
existence becomes concentrated m Itself and becomes 
evil, it is not asserted but implied that per se this evil 
existence is not something alien to the Divme nature. 
Absolute Being would be merely an empty name if in 
very truth there were any other bemg external to it, if 
there were a “fall” from it. The aspect of self-concen- 
tration really constitutes the essential moment of the 
self of Spirit. 

That this self-centredness, whence primarily comes 
its reality, belongs to the Divine Bemg — ^v^hile this is 
for us a notion, and so as far as it ts a notion, — appears 
to pictorial thi nkin g as an inconceivable happenmg. 
The inherent and essential nature assumes for figurative 
thought the form of an mdifierent|objeotive tact. The 
thought, however, that those apparently mutually 
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repugnant moments, absolute Being and self-existent 
Self, are not mseparable, comes also before tins figu- 
rative way of thmking (smce it does possess the real 
content), but that thought appears aftei wauls, ui the 
form that the Divme Being empties Itself of Itself and 
is made flesh. This figurative idea, which in this manner 
IS still immediate and hence not spiritual, i.e. it knows 
the human form assumed by the Divuie as merely a 
particular form, not yet as a universal form — becomes 
spiritual for this consciousness m the process whereby 
God, who has assumed shape and form, surrenders 
again His immediate existence, and returns to His 
essential Bemg. The essential Being is then Spnit only 
when it is reflected into itself. 

The reconciliation of the Divme Being with its other 
as a whole, and, specifically, with the thotujM of this 
other — evil — is thus presented here in a figurative way. 
If this reconciliation is expressed conceptually, by saying 
it consists in the fact that evil is mherently the same 
as what goodness is, or again that the Divme Being is 
the same as nature m its entire extent, just as nature 
separated from God is simply nothmgness, — ^then this 
must be looked at as an unspiritual mode of expression 
which is bound to give rise to misunderstandmgs. When 
evil is the same as goodness, then evil is just not evil 
nor goodness good, on the contrary, both are really 
done away with^ — evd m general, self-centred self- 
existence, and goodness, self-less simplicity. Smce in 
this way they are both expressed in terms of then- 
notion, the unity of the two is at once apparent, for 
self-centred self-existence is simple knowledge, and 
what IS self-less simphcity is similarly pure self-exis- 
tence centred within itself. Hence, if it must be said 
that good and evil in this their conception, i e. so far as 
they are not good and evil, are the same, just as cer- 
tainly it must be said that they are not the same, but 
absolutely different; for simple self-existence, or again 
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pure knowledge, are equally pure negativity or per se 
absolute distinction. It is only these two propositions 
that make the whole complete; and when the first is 
asserted and asseverated, it must be met and opposed 
by insistmg on the other with immovable obstinacy. 
Since both are equally right, they are both equally 
wrong, and then wrong consists m takmg such abstract 
forms as “the same” and “not the same”, “identity” 
and “non-identity”, to be somethmg true, fixed, real, 
and m restmg on them. Neither the one nor the other 
has truth; their truth is just their movement, the pro- 
cess m which simple sameness is abstraction and thus 
absolute distmction, while this agam, being distmction 
per se, is distinguished from itself and so is self -identity. 
Precisely this is what we have m sameness of the Divine 
Bemg and Nature m general and human nature m 
particular: the former is Nature so far as it is not 
essential Being, Nature is Divine m its essential Bemg. 
But it IS m Spirit that we find both abstract aspects 
affirmed as they truly are, viz. as cancelled and pre- 
served at once: and this way of affirming them cannot 
be expressed by the judgment, by the soulless word 
“is”, the copula of the judgment. In the same way 
Nature is nothing outside its essential Bemg [God]; but 
this nothmg itself is all the seme; it is absolute abstrac- 
tion, therefore pure thought or self-centredness, and 
with its moment of opposition to spiritual umty it is 
the prmciple of Evil. The difficulty people find m these 
conceptions is due solely to sticking to the term “is”, 
and forgetting the character of thought, where the 
moments as much are as they are not , — are only the 
process which is Spirit. It is this spiritual umty, — ^unity 
where the distinctions are merely m the form of mo- 
ments, or as transcended — which became known to 
pictorial thinkmg m that atonmg reconciliation spoken 
of above. And since this umty is the universality of 
self-consciousness, self-consciousness has ceased to be 
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figurative or pictorial in its thinking, the process has 
turned back into it. 

Spirit thus takes up its position m the third element, 
in universal self-consciousness; Spirit is its own com- 
munity The movement of this community bemg that 
of self-consciousness, which distinguishes itself from its 
figurative idea, consists in explicitly bringing out what 
has implicitly become established. The dead Divine 
Man, or Human God, is implicitly universal self- 
consciousness; he has to become explicitly so for this 
self-consciousness. Or, since this self-consciousness 
constitutes one side of the opposition involved in 
figurative thought, viz. the side of evd, which takes 
natural existence and mdmdual self-existence to be 
the essential reality — ^this aspect, which is pictured as 
independent, and not yet as a moment, has, on account 
of its mdependence, to raise itself m and for itself to the 
level of spirit; it has to reveal the process of Spirit in 
its self. 

This particular self-consciousness is Spirit m natural 
form, natural spirit- self has to withdraw from this 
natural existence and enter mto itself, become self- 
centred; that would mean, it has to become evd. But 
this aspect is already per se evd: entermg mto itself 
consists, therefore, in persuadmg itself that natural 
existence is what is evd. By picture-thinking the world 
is supposed actually to become evil and be evd as an 
actual fact, and the atomng reconcilement of the Abso- 
lute Being is viewed as an actual existent phenomenon. 
By self-consciousness as such, however, this pictured 
truth, as regards its form, is considered to be merely 
a moment that is already superseded and transcended; 
for the self is the negative, and hence knowledge— a 
knowledge which is a pure act of consciousness within 
itself. This moment of the negative must m Kke manner 
find expression in the content. Since, that is to say, the 
essential Bemg is inherently and from the start recon- 
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ciled with itself and is a spiritual unity, m which what 
are parts for figurative thought are sublated, are 
moments, what we find is that each part of figurative 
thought receives here the opposite significance to that 
which it had before. By this means each meaning finds 
its completion m the other, and the content is then and 
thereby a spiritual content Smce the specific deter- 
minateness of each is just as much its opposite, umty 
m otherness — spiritual reality — is achieved: just as 
formerly we saw the opposite meanings combnied 
objectively {fm uns), or in themselves, and even the 
abstract forms of “the same” and “not-the-same”, 
“identity” and “non-identity” cancelled one another 
and were transcended. 

If, then, from the pomt of view of figurative thought, 
the becommg self-centred on the part of the natural 
self-consciousness was actually existmg evil, that pro- 
cess of becoming fixed in itself is in the sphere of seh- 
consciousness, the knowledge of evil as somethmg that 
pe7 se belongs to existence. This knowledge is certainly 
a process of becommg evil, but merely of the thought 
of evil, and is therefore recognized as the first moment 
of reconciliation. For, bemg a return into self out of 
the immediacy of nature, which is specifically charac- 
terized as evil, it is a forsakmg of that immediacy, and 
a djdng to sm. It is not natural existence as such that 
consciousness forsakes, but natural existence that is 
at the same time Imown to be evil. The immediate 
process of becommg seK-centred, is just as much a 
mediate process: it presupposes itself, i.e is its own 
ground and reason: the reason for self-concentrating is 
because nature has per se already done so. Because of 
evil man must be self-centred {in sich gehen) ; but evil 
is itself the state of self-concentration. This first move- 
ment is just on that account itself merely immediate, 
is its simple notion, because it is the same as what its 
ground or reason is. The movement, or the process of 
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passing into otherness, has therefore still to come on 
the scene m its own more peculiar form. 

Beside this immediacy, then, the mediation of figu- 
rative thought IS necessary. The knowledge of nature 
as the untrue existence of spirit, and this universality 
of self which has arisen within the life of the self — 
these constitute implicitly the reconciliation of spirit 
with itself. This implicit state is apprehended by the 
self-consciousness, that does not comprehend (begrezfen), 
in the form of an objective existence, and as something 
presented to it figuratively Conceptual comprehension 
{Begreifen), therefore, does not mean for it a grasping 
{Ergreifen) of this conception {Begnjf) which knows 
natural existence when cancelled and transcended to 
be universal and thus reconciled with itself, but rather 
a graspmg of the imagmative idea {V ot stellung) that 
the Divme Bemg is reconciled with its existence through 
an event, — ^the event of G-od’s emptying Himself of 
His Divme Bemg through His factual Incarnation and 
His Death The graspmg of this idea now expresses 
more specifically what was formerly called in figurative 
thmkmg spiritual resurrection, or the process by which 
God’s individual self -consciousness^ becomes the uni- 
versal, becomes the religious communion. The death 
of the Divme Man, qua. death, is abstract negativity, 
the immediate result of the process which termmates 
only in the umversahty belonging to nature. In spiritual 
self-consciousness death loses this natural significance; 
it passes mto its true conception, the conception just 
mentioned. Death then ceases to signify what it means 
directly — ^the non-existence of this mdividual — and 
becomes transfigured into the universality of the spirit, 
which lives m its own communion, dies there daily, 
and daily rises again. 

That which belongs to the sphere of pictorial thought 
— ^viz., that Absolute Spirit presents the nature of spirit 

1 The Christ 
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in its existence, qua individual or rather qua particular, 
— ^ia thus here transferred to self-consciousness itseK, 
to the knowledge which maintains itseK m its otherness. 
This seK-consciousness does not therefore really die, as 
the particular person^ is pictorially imagined to have 
really died, its particularity expires m its universality, 
i.e. in its knowledge, which is essential Being reconcdmg 
itseK with itseK. That immediately precedmg element 
of figurative thinlung is thus here affirmed as trans- 
cended, has, in other words, returned mto the seK, mto 
its notion. What was m the former merely an (objective) 
existent has come to assume the form of Subject. By 
that very fact the first element too, pure thought and 
the spirit eternal therem, are no longer away beyond 
the mmd thmkmg pictorially nor beyond the self, 
rather the return of the whole into itseK consists just 
m contammg all moments withm itseK. When the 
death of the mediator is grasped by the self, this means 
the sublation of his factuahty, of his particular inde- 
pendent existence this particular self-existence has 
become universal seK-consciousness 

On the other side, the universal, just because of this, 
is seK-consciousness, and the pure or non-actual Spirit 
of bare thought has become actual. The death of the 
mediator is death not merely of his natural aspect, of 
his particular seK-existence . what dies is not merely 
the outer encasement, which, being stripped of essential 
Being, is eo ipso dead, but also the abstraction of the 
Divine Being. For the mediator, as long as his death 
has not yet accomplished the reconciliation, is some- 
thmg one-sided, which takes as essential Bemg the 
simple abstract element of thought, not concrete 
reality. This one-sided extreme of seK has not yet 
equal worth and value with essential Being; the seK 
first gets this as Spirit. The death of this pictorial idea 
implies at the same time the death of the abstraction 

^ Christ. 
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of Divine Being, winch is not yet affirmed as a self. 
That death is the bitterness of feeling of the “unhappy 
consciousness”, when it feels that God Himself is dead. 
This harsh utterance is the expression of mmost self- 
knowledge which has simply self for its content; it is 
the return of consciousness into the depth of darkness 
where Ego is nothmg but bare identity with Ego, a 
darkness distmguishmg and knowing nothmg more 
outside it. This feehng thus means, in pomt of fact, 
the loss of the Substance and of its objective existence 
over agamst consciousness. But at the same time it is 
the pure subjectivity of Substance, the pure certainty 
of itself, which it lacked when it was object or imme- 
diacy, or pure essential Bemg. This knowledge is thus 
spiritualization, whereby Substance becomes Subject, 
by which its abstraction and Melessness have expired, 
and Substance therefore has become real, simple, and 
universal self-consciousness. 

In this way, then, Spirit is Spirit knowing its own self. 
It knows itself; that, which is for it ob3ect, exists, or, 
in other words, its figurative idea is the true absolute 
content. As we saw, the content expresses just Spirit 
itseK. It IS at the same time not merely content of 
self-consciousness, and not merely object for self-con- 
sciousness; it is also actual Spirit It is this by the fact 
of its passmg through the three elements of its nature; 
this movement through its whole self constitutes its 
actual reality. What moves itself, that is Spirit; it is 
the subject of the movement, and it is likewise the 
moving process itself, or the substance through which 
the subject passes. We saw how the notion of spirit 
arose when we entered the sphere of religion; it was 
the process of spirit certain of its seH, which forgives 
evil, and m so doing puts aside its own simplicity and 
rigid unchangeableness: it was, to state it otherwise, 
the process, m which what is absolutely m opposition 
recognizes itself as the same as its opposite, and this 
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knowledge breaks out mto the ye3'”> witb which 
one extreme meets the other The religious conscious- 
ness, to which the Absolute Bemg is revealed, beholds 
this notion, and does away with the distmction of its 
self from what it beholds, and as it is Subject, so it is 
also Substance, and is thus itself Spirit just because 
and in so far as it is this process. 

This religious communion, however, is not yet ful- 
filled m this its self-consciousness Its content, m 
general, is put before it in the form of a pictorial idea, 
so that this disruption still attaches even to the actual 
spiritual character of the commumon — to its return out 
of its figurative thinkmg; just as the element of pure 
thought itself was also hampered with that opposition.’- 
This spiritual communion is not also consciously aware 
what it i.'*; it is spiritual self-consciousness, which is not 
object to itself as this seK-consciousness, or does not 
develop into clear consciousness of itself. Rather, so 
far as it is consciousness, it has before it those picture- 
thoughts which were considered. 

We see self-consciousness at its last turmng pomt 
become inward to itself and attam to knowledge of its 
inner being, of its self-centredness. We see it rehnquish 
its natural existence, and reach pure negativity. But 
the positive significance — ^viz. that this negatmty, or 
pure inwardness of knowledge is just as much the self- 
identical essential Being: put otherwise, that Substance 
has here attained to bemg absolute self-consciousness 
— ^this is, for the devotional consciousness, an external 
other. It grasps this aspect — ^that the knowledge which 
becomes purely inward is inherently absolute simplicity, 
or Substance — as the pictorial idea of somethmg which 
IS not thus by its very conception, but as the act of 
satisfaction obtained from an (alien) other. In other 
words, it IS not really aware as a fact that this depth 
of pure self is the power by which the abstract essential 

^ I e between spiritual consciousness and objective idea 
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Being IS drawn down from its abstractness and raised 
to the level of self by the force of tins pure devotion. 
The action of the self hence retains towards it this 
negative significance, because the relinquishment of 
itself on the part of substance is for the self something 
pe? se; the self does not at once grasp and comprehend 
it, or does not find it m its own action as such. 

Since this unity of Essential Being and Self has been 
inherently brought about, consciousness has this idea 
also of its reconciliation, but in the form of an imagi- 
native idea. It obtains satisfaction by attaching, in 
an external way, to its pure negativity the positive 
significance of the umty of itself with essential Being. 
Its satisfaction thus itself remains hampered with the 
opposition of a beyond. Its own peculiar reconcihation 
therefore enters its consciousness as somethmg remote, 
something far away m the future, just as the reconci- 
liation, which the other self achieved, appears as away 
m the distance of the past. Just as the mdividual 
divine man^ has an imphed (essential, an sich) father 
and only an actual mother, m like manner the universal 
divme man, the spiritual communion, has as its father 
its own proper action and knowledge, while its mother 
is eternal Love, which it merely feels, but does not 
behold in its consciousness as an actual immediate 
object. Its reconcihation, therefore, is in its heart, but 
still with its conscious life sundered m twain and its 
actual reality shattered. What falls withm its conscious- 
ness as the immanent essential element, the aspect of 
pure mediation, is the reconciliation that lies beyond: 
while what appears as actually present, as the aspect 
of immediacy and of existence, is the world which has 
yet to await transfiguration. The world is no doubt 
imphcitly reconciled with the essential Bemg, and that 
Being no doubt knows that it no longer regards the 
object as alienated from itself, but as one with itself 

1 The historical Christ 
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m its Love. But for self-consciousness this immediate 
presence has not yet the form and shape of spiritual 
reality. Thus the spirit of the communion is, in its 
immediate consciousness, separated from its religious 
consciousness, which declares mdeed that these two 
modes of consciousness inherently are not separated, 
but this IS an imphcitness which is not realized, or 
has not yet become an equally absolute explicit self- 
existence. 


DDD 




ABSOLUTE KNOWLEDGE! 


^ On the nature of absolute knowledge, or philosophy m Hegel’s 
sense, cp above, pp. 20 ff , 46, 80 f£ , 96 f , 105 H , 125 f , on the 
distinction between the special sciences, everyday knowledge and 
philosophy, see the Preface and IntroducUon to the Phenomenology 
Reference may also be made to W Wallace, The Logic of Hegely 
Prolegomena, c vi , and the same author’s edition of Hegel’s 
Philosophy of Mind 
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ABSOLUTE KNOWLEDGE 1 

The Spirit manifested in revealed religion has not as 
yet surmounted its attitude of consciousness as such; 
or, what is the same thing, its actual self-consciousness 
is not at this stage the object it is aware of. Spirit as 
a whole and the moments distmguished m it fall within 
the sphere of figurative thinking, and within the form 
of objectivity. The content of this figurative thought is 
Absolute Spirit. All that remains to be done now is to 
cancel and transcend this bare form, or better, because 
the form appertams to consciousness as such, its true 
meanmg must have already come out m the shapes or 
modes consciousness has assumed. 

The surmounting of the object of consciousness in 
this way is not to be taken one-sidedly as meanmg that 
the object showed itseh returning mto the self. It has 
a more defimte meamng it means that the object as 
such presented itseh to the self as a vamshmg factor, 
and, furthermore, that the emptying of self-conscious- 
ness itself establishes thinghood, and that this externa- 
lization of self-consciousness has not merely negative, 
but positive significance, a sigmficance not merely for 
us or per se, but for seK-consciousness itself. The nega- 
tive of the object, its cancellmg its own existence, gets, 
for self-consciousness, a positive significance; or, self- 
consciousness knows this nothmgness of the object 
because on the one hand self-consciousness itself ex- 
ternalizes itself; for in doing so it establishes itself as 
object, or, by reason of the mdivisible unity character- 
izing its self -existence, sets up the object as its self. On 
the other hand, there is also this other moment m the 

^ V 8up p 684. * ‘Absolute Knowledge” is at once the consu mm ation 
of experience and, when developed, constructive philosophy v ^nfra, 
p 802 fi 
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process, that self-consciousness has just as really can- 
celled and superseded this self-relinquishment and 
objectification, and has resumed them into itself, and 
IS thus at home with itself in its otherness as such. 
This is the movement of consciousness, and in this 
process consciousness is the totality of its moments. 

Consciousness, at the same time, must have taken up 
a relation to the object in aU its aspects and phases, 
and have grasped its meamng from the pomt of view of 
each of them. This totahty of its determmate charac- 
teristics makes the object per se or iuherently a spiritual 
reality; and it becomes so in truth for consciousness, 
when the latter apprehends every individual one of 
them as self, i.e. when it takes up towards them the 
spiritual relationship just spoken of. 

The ob3ect is, then, partly immediate existence, a 
thing m general — corresponding to immediate con- 
sciousness; partly an alteration of itself, its relatedness, 
(or existence-ior-another and existence-for-self), deter- 
minateness — correspondmg to perception; partly essen- 
tial being or in the form of a universal — corresponding to 
understandmg. The object as a whole is the mediated 
result [the syllogism] or the passing of universality 
into mdividuahty through specification, as also the 
reverse process from mdividual to universal through 
cancelled mdividuahty or specific determmation. 

These three specific aspects, then, determme the ways 
m which consciousness must know the object as itself. 
This knowledge of which we are speaking is, however, 
not knowledge m the sense of pure conceptual com- 
prehension of the object, here this knowledge is to be 
taken only in its development, has to be taken in its 
various moments and set forth in the manner appro- 
priate to consciousness as such; and the moments 
of the notion proper, of pure knowledge, assume the 
form of shapes or modes of consciousness. Tor that 
reason the object does not yet, when present in con- 



ABSOLUTE KNOWLEDGE 


791 


sciousness as such, appear as the inner essence of Spirit 
in the way this has just been expressed. The attitude 
consciousness adopts in regard to the object is not that 
of considering it either in this totality as such or in the 
pure conceptual form, it is partly that of a mode or 
shape of consciousness m general, partly a multitude 
of such modes which we [who analyze the process] 
gather together, and in which the totality of the mo- 
ments of the object and of the process of consciousness 
can be shown merely resolved into their moments. 

To understand this method of grasping the object, 
where apprehension is a shape or mode of consciousness, 
we have here only to recall the previous shapes of con- 
sciousness which came before us earlier in the argument 

As regards the object, then, so far as it is immediate, 
an mdifferent objective entity, we saw Reason, at the 
stage of “Observation”, seekmg and finding itself in 
this mdifferent thmg — ^i e. we saw it conscious that its 
activity is there of an external sort, and at the same 
time conscious of the object merely as an immediate 
object. We saw, too, its specific character take expres- 
sion at its highest stage in the mfinite j’udgment: “the 
being of the ego is a thmg”. And, further, the ego is an 
immediate thmg of sense. When ego is called a soul, 
it is indeed represented also as a thing, but a thmg in 
the sense of something invisible, impalpable, etc., i.e. 
m fact not as an immediate entity, and not as that which 
IS generally understood by a thmg. That j’udgment, 
then, “ego is a thmg”, taken at first glance, has no 
spiritual content, or rather, is just the absence of 
spirituality. In its conception, however, it is m fact the 
most luminous and lUuminatmg judgment; and this, 
its inner significance, which is not yet made evident, is 
what the two other moments to be considered express. 

The thing IS ego. In pomt of fact, thing is transcended 
in this infinite judgment. The thing is nothing in itself; 
it only has significance in relation, only through the 
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ego and its reference to the ego. Tins moment came 
before consciousness in pure insight and enlightenment. 
Things are simply and solely useful, and only to be 
considered from the point of view of their utility. The 
trained and cultivated self-consciousness, which has 
traversed the region of spirit in self-alienation, has, by 
giving up itself, produced the thing as its self ; it retains 
itself, therefore, still m the thing, and knows the thing 
to have no independence, m other words Imows that 
the thing has essentially and solely a relative existence. 
Or again — ^to give complete expression to the relation- 
ship, i.e to what here alone constitutes the nature of 
the object — ^the thmg stands for something that is 
self-existent; sense-certamty (sense-experience) is an- 
nounced as absolute truth; but this self-existence is 
itself declared to be a moment which merely disappears, 
and passes into its opposite, into a being at the mercy 
of an “other”. 

But knowledge of the thing is not yet finished at this 
pomt. The thing must become known as self not merely 
in regard to the immediateness of its bemg and as 
regards its determmateness, but also m the sense of 
essence or inner reality. This is found m the case of 
Moral Self-consciousness. This mode of experience 
knows its Imowledge as the absolute essential element, 
knows no other objective being than pure will or pure 
knowledge. It is nothmg but merely this will and this 
knowledge. Any other possesses merely non-essential 
being, i.e. bemg that has no inherent nature per se, but 
only its empty husk. In so far as the moral consciousness, 
in its view of the world, lets existence drop out of the 
self, it just as truly takes this existence back again into 
its self. In the form of conscience, finally, it is no longer 
this incessant alternation between the “plaomg” and 
the “displacing” [dissembhng] of existence and seK; 
it knows that its existence as such is this pure certainty 
of its own self, the objective element, into which gua 
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acting it puts forth itseK, is nothing else than pure 
knowledge of itseH by itself. 

These are the moments which compose the reconcilia- 
tion of spu’it with its own consciousness proper. By 
themselves they are single and isolated; and it is their 
spiritual unity alone which furnishes the power for 
this reconciliation The last of these moments is, how- 
ever, necessarily this unity itself, and, as we see, bmds 
them all m fact into itself. Spirit certam of itself in 
its objective existence takes as the element of its 
existence nothing else than this knowledge of self. 
The declaration that what it does it does m accordance 
with the conviction of duty — this statement is the 
warrant for its own action, and makes good its conduct. 

Action IS the first inherent division of the simple umty 
of the notion, and the return out of this division This 
first movement turns round into the second, since the 
element of recognition puts itself forward as simple 
knowledge of duty in contrast to the distmction and 
diremption that he in action as such and, in this way, 
form a rigid reality confronting action. In pardon, 
however, we saw how this rigid fixity gives way and 
renounces its claims. Reality has here, qua immediate 
existence, no other significance for self-consciousness 
than that of being pure knowledge; similarly, qua 
determinate existence, or qua relation, what is self- 
opposed IS a knowledge partly of this purely individual 
self, partly of knowledge qua universal. Herein it is 
established, at the same time, that the thud moment, 
umversaHty, or the essence, means for each of the two 
opposite factors merely knowledge. Fmally they also 
cancel the empty opposition that stiU remains, and are 
the knowledge of ego as identical with ego; — ^this 
individual self which is immediately pure knowledge or 
universal. 

This reconciliation of consciousness with self-con- 
sciousness thus proves to be brought about in a double- 
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sided way, in the one case, in the religious mind, in the 
other case, in consciousness itself as such. They are 
distinguished inter se by the fact that the one is this 
reconciliation m the form of implicit immanence, the 
other in the form of explicit self-existence. As we have 
considered them, they at the begmning fall apart. In 
the order in which the modes or shapes of consciousness 
came before us, consciousness has reached the indi- 
vidual moments of that order, and also their unification, 
long before ever rehgion gave its object the shape of 
actual seH-consciousness. The umfication of both aspects 
IS not yet brought to hght ; it is this that wmds up this 
series of embodiments of spirit, for m it spirit gets to 
the pomt where it knows itselE not only as it is inherently 
m itself, or in terms of its absolute content, nor only as 
it is (objectively) for itseK in terms of its bare form de- 
void of content, or m terms of self-consciousness, but 
as it is m its self -completeness, as it is m itself and for 
itself. 

This unification has, however, already taken place by 
imphcation, and has done so in religion in the return 
of the figurative idea (Vorstellung) into self-conscious- 
ness, but not accordmg to the proper form, for the 
religious aspect is the aspect of the essentially indepen- 
dent (Ansich) and stands in contrast to the process of 
self-consciousness. The unification therefore belongs to 
this other aspect, which by contrast is the aspect of re- 
flexion mto self, IS that side therefore which contains 
its self and its opposite, and contams them not only 
imphcitly {an sich) or in a general way, but explicitly 
{fiir sich) or expressly developed and distinguished. 
The content, as well as the other aspect of self-conscious 
spirit, so far as it is the othei aspect, have been brought 
to hght and are here in their completeness: the umfi- 
cation stiU a-wantmg is the simple umty of the notion. 
This notion is also already given with the aspect of self- 
consciousness; but as it previously came before us 
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above, it, like all the other moments, has the form of 
being a particular mode or shape of consciousness. It is 
that part of the embodiment of self-assured spuit which 
keeps within its essential principle and was called the 
“beautiful soul”. That is to say, the “beautiful soul” is 
its own knowledge of itself m its pure transparent unity 
— self-consciousness, which knows this pure knowledge 
of pure inwardness to be spnut, is not merely mtuition 
of the divine, but the self-intuition of God Himself. 

Since this notion keeps itself fixedly opposed to its 
realization, it is the one-sided shape which we saw before 
disappear into thin air, but also positively relinquish 
itself and advance further. Through this act of realiza- 
tion, this objectless self-consciousness ceases to hold 
fast by itself, the determmateness of the notion in 
contrast with its fulfilment is cancelled and done away 
with. Its self-consciousness attains the form of umver- 
sality; and what remains is its true notion, the notion 
that has attained its realization — ^the notion m its truth, 
i.e. in unity with its externalization. It is knowledge of 
pure knowledge, not in the sense of an abstract essence 
such as duty is, but in the sense of an essential hemg 
which IS this knowledge, this individual pure seH-eon- 
sciousness which is therefore at the same time a genuine 
object; for this notion is the seh-existmg self. 

This notion gave itself its fulfilment partly in the 
acts performed by the spirit that is sure of itself, partly 
in religion. In the latter it won the absolute content qua 
content, or in the form of a figurative idea or of other- 
ness for consciousness. On the other hand, m the first 
the form is just the self, for that mode contains the 
active spirit sure of itself ; the self accomplishes the hie 
of Absolute Spirit. This shape (mode), as we see, is that 
simple notion, which however gives up its eternal 
essential Bemg, takes uponitseK objective existence, or 
acts. The power of diremption or of coming forth out 
of its inwardness lies in the purity of the notion, for 
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this punty is absolute abstraction of negativity. In the 
same way the notion finds its element of reality, or the 
objective being it contams, in pure Imowledge itself ; for 
this knowledge is simple immediacy, which is being and 
existence as well as essence, the former negative thought, 
the latter positive thought. This existence, finally, is 
just as much that state of reflexion into self which 
comes out of pure knowledge — ^both qua existence and 
qua duty — and this is the state of evil. This process of 
“gomg into seH” constitutes the opposition lying in 
the notion, and is thus the appearance on the scene of 
pure knowledge of the essence, a knowledge which does 
not act and is not real But to make its appearance in 
this opposition is to participate in it; pure Imowledge of 
essence has inherently relinquished its simplicity, for 
it IS the diremption of negativity which constitutes the 
notion. So far as this process of diremption is the process 
of becommg self-centred, it is the principle of evd: so 
far as it is the inherently essential, it is the principle 
which remains good. 

Now what m the first instance takes place implicitly 
IS at once for consciousness, and is duplicated as well 
— ^is both for consciousness and is its self-existence or 
its own proper action. The same thing that is already 
mherently established, thus repeats itself now as know- 
ledge thereof on the part of consciousness and as con- 
scious action. Each lays aside for the other the mde- 
pendence of character with which each appears con- 
fronting the other. This waivmg of independence is the 
same renunciation of the one-sidedness of the notion 
as constituted implicitly the beginning, but it is 
now its own act of renunciation, just as the notion 
renounced is its own notion. That implicit nature of 
the beginning is in truth as much mediated, because 
it is negativity; it now establishes itself as it is in its 
truth; and the negative element exists as a determinate 
quality which each has for the other, and is essentially 
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self-cancelling, self-transcendmg. The one of the two 
parts of the opposition is the disparity between exis- 
tence within itself, in its individnahty, and universality; 
the other, disparity between its abstract universality 
and the self. The former dies to its self-existence, and 
relinquishes itself, makes confession , the latter renounces 
the rigidity of its abstract universality, and thereby dies 
to its Lifeless self and its mert umversality; so that the 
former is completed through the moment of umversahty, 
which is the essence, and the latter through umversahty, 
which is self. By this process of action spirit has come 
to light in the form of pure universality of knowledge, 
which is self-consciousness as self-consciousness, which 
is simple unity of knowledge. It is through action that 
spirit IS spirit so as definitely to exist; it raises its 
existence mto the sphere of thought and hence mto 
absolute opposition, and returns out of it through and 
within this very opposition. 

Thus, then, what was in religion content, or a way 
of imagmmg {VorstelUn) an other, is here the action 
proper of the self. The notion is the connecting principle 
securmg that the content is the action proper of the 
seif. For this notion is, as we see, the knowledge that 
the action of the self within itself is all that is essential 
and aU existence, the knowledge of this Subject as 
Substance and of the Substance as this knowledge of 
its action. What we have done here, in addition, is 
simply to gather together the particular moments, each 
of which in prmciple exhibits the life of spirit in its 
entirety, and agam to secure the notion m the form of 
the notion, whose content was disclosed m these mo- 
ments, and which had aheady presented itself in the 
form of a mode or shape of consciousness. 

This last embodiment of spirit — spirit which at once 
gives its complete and true content the form of self, 
and thereby realizes its notion, and in doing so remams 
within its own notion — ^this is Absolute Knowledge. 
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It IS spirit knowing itself in the shape of spirit, 
it IS knowledge which comprehends through notions. 
Truth IS here not merely in itself absolutely identical 
with certainty; it has also the shape, the character of 
certainty of self; or m its existence — ^i.e. for spirit 
kri owing it — ^it is in the for7n of laiowledge of itself. 
Truth is the content, which m religion is not as yet at 
one with its certainty. This identification, however, is 
secured when the content has received the shape of 
self. By this means, what constitutes the very essence, 
VIZ. the notion, comes to have the nature of existence, 
i.e. assumes the form of what is objective to conscious- 
ness, Spnit, appearmg before consciousness in this 
element of existence, or, what is here the same thing, 
produced by it m this element, is systematic Science. 

The nature, moments, and process of this knowledge 
have then shown themselves to be such that this know- 
ledge IS pure self-existence of self-consciousness. 

It is ego, which is this ego and no other, and at the 
same time, immediately is mediated, or sublated, 
umversal ego. It has a content, which it distinguishes 
from itself; for it is pure negativity, or self-diremption; 
it is consciousness. This content in its distinction is 
itself the ego, for it is the process of supersedmg itself, 
or the same pure negativity which constitutes ego. Ego 
is m it, qua distinguished, reflected mto itself, only then 
IS the content comprehended (begiiffen) when ego m its 
otherness is stiU at home with itself. More precisely 
stated, this content is nothing else than the very process 
just spoken of; for the content is the spirit which 
traverses the whole range of its own bemg, and does 
this for itself qua spirit, by the fact that it possesses the 
shape of the notion m its objectivity. 

As to the actual existence of this notion, science 
does not appear m time and m reality till spirit has 
arrived at this stage of being conscious regarding itself. 
Qua spirit which knows what it is, it does not exist 
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before, and is not to be found at all till after the com- 
pletion of the task of mastering and constraining its 
imperfect embodiment — ^the task of procurmg for its 
consciousness the shape of its inmost essence, and m 
this maimer brmging its seH-consciousness level with 
its consciousness. Spirit m and for itself is, when 
distmguished mto its separate moments, self-existent 
knowledge, comprehension {Begreifen) %n general, which 
as such has not yet reached the substance, or is not m 
itself absolute knowledge. 

Now in actual reahty the knowmg substance exists, 
is there earlier than its form, earher than the shape of 
the notion. For the substance is the imdeveloped m- 
herent nature, the ground and notion m its mert 
simplicity, the state of mwardness or the self of spirit 
which IS not yet there. What is there, what does exist, 
is in the shape of still unexpressed simplicity, the un- 
developed immediate, or the object of imagmmg ( For- 
stellen) consciousness m general. Because knowledge 
[ErTcennen) is a spiritual state of consciousness, which 
admits as real what essentially is only so far as this is a 
bemg for the self and a being of the self or a notion — 
knowledge has on this account merely a barren object 
to begin with, in contrast to which the substance and 
the consciousness of this substance are richer in content. 
The revelation which substance has m such a con- 
sciousness is, in fact, concealment, for the substance is 
here still self-less existence and nothing but certamty 
of self is revealed. To begin with, therefore, it is only 
the abstract moments that belong to self-consciousness 
concerning the substance. But since these moments are 
pure activities and must move forward by their very 
nature, self-consciousness enriches itseK till it has torn 
from consciousness the entire substance, and absorbed 
into itself the entire structure of the substance with all 
its constituent elements. Since this negative attitude 
towards objectivity is positive as well, establishes and 
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fixes the content, it goes on till it has produced these 
elements out of itself and thereby reinstated them once 
more as objects of consciousness In the notion, knowing 
itself as notion, the moments thus make their appear- 
ance prior to the whole in its complete fulfilment; the 
movement of these moments is the process by which 
the whole comes into being. Tn consciousness, on the 
other hand, the whole — but not as comprehended con- 
ceptually — ^is prior to the moments 

Time is just the notion definitely existent, and pre- 
sented to consciousness in the form of empty mtuition. 
Hence spirit necessarily appears m time, and it appears 
in time so long as it does not grasp its pure notion, i e 
so long as it does not annul time. Time is the pure self 
in external form, apprehended in mtuition, and not 
grasped and understood by the self, it is the notion 
apprehended only through mtuition. When this notion 
grasps itself, it supersedes its time character, (con- 
ceptually) comprehends intuition, and is intuition 
comprehended and comprehending. Time therefore 
appears as spirit’s destiny and necessity, where spirit 
IS not yet complete withm itself; it is the necessity 
compellmg spirit to enrich the share self-consciousness 
has in consciousness, to put into motion the immediacy 
of the inherent nature (which is the form in which the 
substance is present ha consciousness); or, conversely, 
to realize and make manifest what is inherent, regarded 
as inward and immanent, to make manifest that which 
is at first within — ^i.e. to vindicate it for spirit’s certainty 
of self. 

For this reason it must be said that nothing is known 
which does not fall withm experience, or (as it is also 
expressed) which is not felt to be true, which is not 
given as an mwardly revealed eternal verity, as a 
sacred object of behef, or whatever other expressions 
we care to employ. For experience just consists in this, 
that the content — and the content is spirit — in its 
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inherent nature is substance and so object of con- 
sciousness. But this substance, which is spirit, is the 
development of itself explicitly to what it is inherently 
and implicitly; and only as this process of reflecting 
itself into itself is it essentially and m truth spirit. It 
IS inherently the movement which is the process of 
knowledge — ^the transformmg of that inherent nature 
into explicitness, of Substance mto Subject, of the 
object of consciousness mto the object of self-con- 
sciousness, i.e. into an object that is at the same time 
transcended — other words, into the notion. This 
transforming process is a cycle that returns into itself, 
a cycle that presupposes its begmnmg, and reaches its 
beginning only at the end. So far as spirit, then, is of 
necessity this seK-distmction, it appears as a single 
whole, mtuitively apprehended, over against its simple 
self-consciousness. And since that whole is what is 
distmguished, it is distmguished mto the mtuitively 
apprehended pure notion, Time, and the content, the 
mherent, implicit, nature. Substance, qua subject, 
involves the necessity, at first an inner necessity, to 
set forth in itself what it inherently is, to show itself 
to be spirit. The completed expression m objective 
form IS — ^and is only when completed — ^at the same time 
the reflexion of substance, the development of it into 
the seK. Consequently, until and unless spirit inherently 
completes itself, completes itself as a world-spirit, it can- 
not reach its completion as self-conscious spuit.The con- 
tent of religion, therefore, expresses earlier m time than 
(philosophical) science what spirit is, but this science 
alone is the perfect form m which spirit truly knows 
itself. 

The process of carrymg forward this form of know- 
ledge of itself is the task which spirit accomplishes as 
actual History. The religious commumon, in so far as it 
is at the outset the substance of Absolute Spirit, is the 
crude form of consciousness, which has an existence afl 

EEE 
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the harsher and more barbaric the deeper is its inner 
spirit; and its inarticulate self has all the harder task 
in dealing with its essence, the content of its conscious- 
ness alien to itself. Not till it has surrendered the hope 
of canceUmg that foreignness by an external, i.e alien, 
method does it turn to itself, to its own peculiar world, 
m the actual present. It turns thither because to super- 
sede that alien method means retui’iung into self- 
consciousness. It thus discovers this world m the living 
present to be its own property; and so has taken the 
first step to descend from the ideal inteUigible world, 
or rather to quicken the abstract element of the 
intelligible world with concrete self-hood. Through 
“observation”, on the one hand, it finds existence in 
the shape of thought, and comprehends existence ; and, 
conversely, it finds in its thought existence ^ When, in 
the first mstance, it has thus itself expressed m an 
abstract way the immediate imity of thought and exis- 
tence, of abstract Essential Reahty and Self, and when 
it has expressed the primal principle of “Light” in a 
purer form, viz. as umty of extension and existence — 
for “existence” is an ultimate simple term more 
adequate to thought than “Light” — and m this way 
has revived agam in thought the Substance of the 
Orient;^ thereupon spirit at once recoils in horror from 
this abstract umty, from this self -less substantiality, 
and mamtains as agamst it the principle of Individu- 
ality.® But after Spirit has externalized this prmciple 
m the process of its culture, has thereby made it an ob- 
jective existence and established it throughout the whole 
of existence, has arrived at the idea of “Utihty”^^ and in 
the sphere of absolute freedom has grasped existence as 
its Individual Will,® — after these stages, spirit then 
brings to light the thought that lies in its inmost depths, 
and expresses essential Reahtym the form Ego=Ego.® 
This “Ego identical with Ego” is, however, the seh- 

^ Descartes a Spinoza 3 Leibnitz 

® The principle of the “AufMarung" ' Kant « Fichte, 
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reflecting process; for since this identity qua absolute 
negativity is absolute distinction, the self-identity of 
the Ego stands in contrast to this absolute distinction, 
which — being pure distinction and at the same time 
objective to the self that knows itself — ^has to be 
expressed as Time. In this way, just as formerly 
Essential Reality was expressed as umty of thought 
and extension, it would here be mterpreted as unity 
of thought and time. But distmction left to itself, 
unrestmg, unhaltmg time, really coUapses upon itself; 
it IS the obj’ective quiescence of extension; while this 
latter is pure identity with self — ^is Ego. 

Agam, Ego is not merely self, it is identity of self 
with itself. This identity, however, is complete and im- 
mediate unity with self; m other words this Subject is 
just as much Substance. Substance by itself alone 
would be void and empty Intuition [Anschauen), or 
the mtuition of a content which qua specific would 
have merely a contmgent character and would be 
devoid of necessity. Substance would only stand for 
the Absolute m so far as Substance was thought of or 
“intmted” as absolute umty; and aU content would, 
as regards its diversity, have to fall outside the Sub- 
stance and be due to reflexion, a process which does 
not belong to Substance, because Substance would not 
be Subject, would not be conceived as Spirit, as re- 
flecting about self and refleotmg itself mto self. If, 
nevertheless, a content were to be spoken of, then on 
the one hand it would only exist m order to be thrown 
into the empty abyss of the Absolute, while on the 
other it would be picked up in external fashion from 
sense perception. Knowledge would appear to have 
come by things, by what is distinct from knowledge 
itself, and to have got at the distinctions between the 
endless variety of thmgs, without any one understanding 
how or where all this came from.^ 

Spirit, however, has shown itself to us to be neither 

^ Schelling. 
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the mere withdrawal of self-conaeiousness into its pure 
mwardness, nor the mere absorption of self-conscious- 
ness mto Substance and the nothingness of its (self-) 
distinction. Spirit is the movement of the self which 
empties (externalizes) itself of self and smks itself within 
its own substance, and qua subject, both has gone out 
of that substance into itself, makmg its substance an 
object and a content, and also supersedes this dis- 
tinction of objectivity and content. That first reflexion 
out of immediacy is the subject’s process of distinction 
of itself from its substance, the notion in a process of 
self-diremption, the gomg-mto-itself and the coming 
mto bemg of the pm’e ego, Smce this distmction is the 
pure action of Ego— Ego, the notion is the necessity 
for and the nsmg of existence, which has the substance 
for its essential nature and subsists on its owm account. 
But this subsisting of existence for itself is the notion 
established m determmate form, and is thereby the 
notion’s own inherent movement — ^that of descending 
mto the simple substance, which is only subject by 
bemg this negativity and gomg through this process. 

Ego has not to take its stand on the form of self- 
consciousness in opposition to the form of substantiahty 
and objectivity, as if it were afraid of rehnqiushing or 
externalizmg itself. The power of spirit hes rather in 
remaimng one with itself when giving up itself, and, 
because it is selE-contamed and self-subsistent, in 
establishmg as mere moments its explicit self-existence 
as well as its implicit inherent nature. Nor agam is 
Ego a tertium qmd which casts distinctions back mto the 
abyss of the Absolute, and declares them all to mean 
the same there. On the contrary, true knowledge lies 
rather in the seemmg mactmty which merely watches 
how what is distmgmshed is seH-moved by its very 
nature and returns agam mto its own unity. 

With absolute knowledge, then. Spirit has wound up 
the process of its embodiment, so far as the assumption 
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of those various shapes or modes is affected with the 
insurmountable distmction which consciousness impHes 
[i.e. the distinction of consciousness from its object or 
content]. Spirit has attained the pure element of its 
existence, the notion. The content is, in view of the 
freedom of its own existence, the self that empties 
(externalizes) itseh, in other words, that content is the 
immediate unity of self-lmowledge. The pure process of 
thus externalizing itself constitutes — when we consider 
this process in its content — ^the necessity of this content. 
The diversity of content is, qua determmate, due to 
relation, and is not inherent; and its restless activity 
consists m cancellmg and superseding itself, or is 
negativity. Thus the necessity or diversity, like its free 
existence, is the self too; and in this self-form, in 
which existence is immediately thought, the content 
IS a notion. Seemg, then, that Spirit has attained the 
notion, it unfolds its existence and develops its processes 
in this ether of its life and is {Philosophical) Science^- The 
moments of its process are set forth therein no longer 
as determmate modes or shapes of consciousness, but 
— since the distmction, which consciousness imphes, 
has reverted to and has become a distinction within 
the self — as deterimnate notions, and as the organic 
self-explammg and self-constituted process of these 
notions. While in the Phenomenology of Mind each 
moment is the distmction of knowledge and truth, and 
IS the process m which that distinction is cancelled 
and transcended. Absolute Knowledge does not contain 
this distmction and supersession of distinctiou. Rather, 
smce each moment has the form of the notion, it umtes 
the objective form of truth and the knowing self m 
an immediate unity. Each mdmdual moment does not 
appear as the process of passmg back and forward 
from consciousness or figurative (imagmative) thought 
to seM-consciousness and conversely: on the contiary, 

^ I e Absolute or completely coherent Knowledge 
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the pure shape, liberated from the condition of being 
an appearance in mere consciousness, — ^the pure notion 
with its further development, — depends solely on its 
pure characteristic nature. Conversely, again, there cor- 
responds to every abstract moment of Absolute Know- 
ledge a mode in which mind as a whole makes its 
appearance. As the nimd that actually exists is not 
richer than it,i so, too, mind m its actual content is 
not poorer. To know the pure notions of knowledge in 
the form m which they are modes or shapes of con- 
sciousness— this constitutes the aspect of their reality, 
according to which their essential element, the notion, 
appearmg there in its simple mediating activity as 
thinkmg, breaks up and separates the moments of this 
mediation and exhibits them to itself m accordance 
with their immanent opposition. 

Absolute Knowledge contams within itself this neces- 
sity of relinquishmg itself from the form of the pure 
notion, and necessarily involves the transition of the 
notion mto consciousness. For Spirit that knows itself 
is. Just for the reason that it grasps its own notion, 
immediate identity with itself; and this, in the dis- 
tinction that it implies, is the certainty of what is 
immediate or is sense-consciousness — ^the beginmng 
from which we started. This process of releasing itself 
from the form of its self is the highest freedom and 
security of its knowledge of itself. 

All the same, this relmquishment (externalization) of 
self IS stdl mcomplete. This process expresses the 
relation of the certainty of its self to the object, an 
object which, just by being m a relation, has not yet 
attained its full freedom. Kriowledge is aware not only 
of itself, but also of the negative of itself, or its limit. 
Knowing its limit means knowmg how to sacrifice 
itself. This sacrifice is the self-abandonment, in which 
Spirit sets forth, in the form of free f ortmtous happening, 
its process of becoming Spirit, intuitively apprehending 

^ Absolute Knowledge, 
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outside it its pure self as Time, and likewise its existence 
as Space.^ This last form into which Spirit passes. 
Nature, is its livmg immediate process of development. 
Nature — Spirit divested of self (externalized) — is, m 
its actual existence, nothmg but this eternal process of 
abandoning its (Nature’s) own mdependent subsistence, 
and the movement which reinstates Subject. 

The other aspect, however, in which Spirit comes into 
being. History, is the process of becommg m terms of 
knowledge, a conscious seH-mediatmg process — Spirit 
externabzed and emptied mto Time. But this form of 
abandonment is, similarly, the emptying of itself by 
itself; the negative is negative of itself. This way of 
becommg presents a slow procession and succession of 
spiritual shapes (Geistetn), a gallery of pictures, each of 
which IS endow'ed with the entire wealth of Spirit, and 
moves so slowly just for the reason that the self has to 
permeate and assimilate all this Wealth of its substance. 
Since its accomplishment consists m Spirit knowmg 
what it IS, in fuUy comprehendmg its substance, this 
knowledge means its concentratmg itself on itself 
(Insichgehen), a state m which Spirit leaves its external 
existence behind and gives its embodiment over to 
Recollection {Ennnerung). In thus concentratmg itself 
on itself. Spirit is engulfed m the mght of its own self- 
consciousness; its vamshed existence is, however, con- 
served therem; and this superseded existence — ^the 
previous state, but born anew from the womb of know- 
ledge — ^is the new stage of existence, a new world, and 
a new embodiment or mode of Spirit. Here it has to 
begm all over again at its immediacy,^ as freshly as 
before, and thence rise once more to the measure of 
its stature, as if, for it, aU that preceded were lost, 
and as if it had learned nothmg from the experience 
of the spirits that preceded. But re-coUection {Er~ 

1 Cp Ency. §244, also Naturphilos , Introd 

2 Cp Aristotle, Metaph , 10716, “Movement can neither come mto bemg, 
nor cease to be , nor can tune come mto bemg, or cease to be ” 
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innerung) has conserved that experience, and is the inner 
being, and, m fact, the higher form of the substance. 
While, then, this phase of Spirit begins all over again 
its formative development, apparently starting solely 
from itself, yet at the same time it commences at a 
higher level. The realm of spirits developed in this way, 
and assuming definite shape m existence, constitutes a 
succession, where one detaches and sets loose the other, 
and each takes over from its predecessor the empire 
of the spiritual world. The goal of the process is the 
revelation of the depth of spiritual life, and this is the 
Absolute Notion. This revelation consequently means 
supersedmg its “depth”, is its “extension” or spatial 
embodiment, the negation of this inwardly self-centred 
{%nsichse%end) ego — a negativity which is its self-re- 
Imquishment, its externalization, or its substance : and 
this revelation is also its temporal embodiment, in 
that this externalization m its very nature relinquishes 
(externalizes) itself, and so exists at once in its spatial 
“extension” as well as m its “depth” or the self. The 
goal, which is Absolute Knowledge or Spirit knowmg 
itself as Spirit, finds its pathway m the recollection of 
spiritual forms {Qe%stet) as they are m themselves and 
as they accomplish the organization of their spiritual 
kmgdom. Their conservation, looked at from the side 
of their free existence appearmg m the form of con- 
tmgenoy, is History-, looked at from the side of their 
intellectually comprehended organization, it is the 
Science of the ways m which knowledge appears.^ Both 
together, or History (intellectually) comprehended {he- 
gnffen), form at once the recollection and the Golgotha 
of Absolute Spirit, the reality, the truth, the certainty of 
its throne, without which it were lifeless, solitary, and 
alone. Only 

The chalice of this realm of spirits 

Foams forth to God Ehs own Infinitude.^ 

^ ^^Phenomenology"'. 

^Adaptation of Schillei’s Die Freundachafi ad fin., cp. also Schiller’s 
Philos. Bneje, 
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Absolute Imowledge 41, 45, 49, 
51, 89, 145, 789 ft 
Absolution 266 n 
Acknowledge v Recognition 
Action 415 f, 421 ft, 620 ft, 631 ft, 
646 ft, 650 ft, 733 ft, 793 
Age and Youth 496 f 
Alienation from self (spiritual) 
251ft 

Almsgiving 574 f 
Ambition 672 
Analogy 290 
Analysis 92 f 
Anarchy 609 f 
Anaxagoras* 114 
Anecdote. 545 
Angels 700,771 
Animals (m religion) 7021 
Antigone 452, 477 n, 491, 494 n, 
495 n. 

Appearance. 134 f, 190 ft. 
Apperception 280. 

Apprehension* 149, 166 f 
Aristophanes 747 
Aristotle 49, 83, 129, 807 n 
Art (m religion) 709 ft 
Artificer. 704ft 
Artist* 708, 713ft 
Asceticism 263 ft, 574 ft 
Astrology 342, 

Ataraxia 248. 

Atonement 677 f, 776 ft, 781 f, 
793 f 

Attraction 196 f. 

Authoiity 136 

Bacon 515 n 
Baseness 525 ft 

“Beautiful Soul’’ 664 ft, 675 f, 
795 


Behef 511, 549ft, 571ft, 580ft, 
766 f 

Berkeley 279 n 

Beyond (and piesent) 191, 255, 
257 ft, 510, 577 f, 592 f, 602 f, 
631, 685, 764 
Body 338 ft 

Bondsman (Bondage) 234 ft 
Bradley (F H ) 147 
Brain 353 ft 
Brother and sister 475 f 

Category* 34 ft, 276 ft, 369 f, 
387 

Ceitainty (absolute) 792 f 
Certainty (of belief) 584 
Cei tainty ( dogmatic ) 113 
Certainty (moral) 613 ft, 644 ft 
Certainty ( of reason ) 272ft 
Certainty (religious) 699, 761ft 
Certainty ( of self ) 218ft 
Certamty (sense) 149 ft, 677 
Character 340 f, 485 ft, 613 
Chemistry 291 ft 
Chorus (Greek) 737ft 
Christ 764 f , 780 f, 784 
Christianity 750, 757 
Citizenship 467, 479 
Comedy 745 ft, 762 f 
Commandments 440 ft 
Common-sense philosophy 126 ft, 
176f 

Commumty 448 ft, 473 f , 497 f 
Conscience. 641, 644ft 
Consciousness (analysis of) 149 ft 
Consciousness and Imowledge. 
136 ft 

Contradiction 206 f 

Course of the woild 399 f, 402 ft. 

Creation 769 f 

Crime 488 f 

Criticism of knowledge 140 f 
Crusades 258 n 
Cult. 720 ft, 724 ft 
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Culture 509ff, 607fl ’ 

Custom 376 467 

Daimon (Socrates) 719 
Daughter 476 

Death 471 f, 529 f, 605 f, 7$0 f 
Deception (self) 435 ff, 543 f, 
569 L 

Deeeptiveness (Peiceptual) 172 ft, 
Democritus 97 n 
Demos. 746 
Descartes 594, 802 ii 
Description' 284 ff 
Desire 220, 225 f, 233 ft, 247, 
259 ft, 385, 469 
Destiny 493 ft, 501, 686 t 
Development 22 f 
Devotion 257 f, 717 f, 734 f 
Dialectic movement 123 L 142 f 
Diderot 516 n, 543 u 
Diogenes 545 
Disposition 363 
Dissemblance 629 ft, 659 f 
Divine and human law. 467 ft, 
488 f, 739 

Dogmatism: 99 f, 113 
Dominion 604 ft, 521 f 
Drama 733 

Duties 621ft, 639, 647 ft 
Duty 484 £, 616 ft, 648 ft 
Duty for duty’s sake 673 

Barth' 325, 518. 

Education' 469 

Ego (pure). 149, 219, 227, 679, 
791 f, 798, 802 ft. 

Egyptian religion* 706. 
eldoQ. 114. 

Electricity: 198, 291, 

Elements. 618 

Eleusian mysteries 159, 722, 728 
Emotion* 492 f. 

Empiricism. 279 

Enjoyment 236, 386, 403, 620, 
686, 617. 

Enlightenment 612, 569 ft, 576 ft, 
690 ft, 686 f, 802 
Envy* 636, 


Epic poetry* 732 ft 
Erdmann 338 n 
Estates 603 f 
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Etlucal action 470 ft, 484 ft 
Ethical 01 del 375 ft, 460 f, 462 f, 
685 

Etlucal sentunout 452 f 
Etlucal substance 458 f, 462 f, 
466 f, 509 f, 731. 

Ethical world. 466 ft 
Exjieiience 38 ft, 41 ft, 96 f, 142 ft, 
800 f 

Experiment 291 ft 
Explanation 200 f. 

Expression v Foice. 

External ivorld. 158, 577. 
Eiuipides 727 n. 

Evil 668 ft, 7711, 773 ft, 779 f, 
796 

Fact 430 ft 
Faction 605 ft 
Faith 511ft 
Fan (the)* 579, 771, 776 
False 98 ft 
Familiarity 92 f 
Family 468 ft 
Fate* 686, 748. 

Fear 237 ft, 240 
Feeling 688, 591. 

Festivals 727 ft. 

Feuerbach: 567 n. 

Fichte* 38, 80 n, 110 n, 273 n, 
279, 289 n, 567 n, 802 n. 
Fmitude 37 f 
Flattery* 633 f 
Force and expie&sion 183 ft 
Force (oiganic) 313 f 
, Forces (interplay of). 186 ft 
Foi giveness 676ft 
Formahsm 79, 109 
Freedom. 245 ft, 599 ft 
Frenzy 396 ft, 604 i 
Furies 481, 722, 741, 743 f 

Genus (and species) 322 ft, 
i Gifts (mental) 405 ft. 
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God (boe also Absolute). 80f, 84f, 
466 f, o92f, 623 f, 757 fl 
God IS Light 699ff, 718f 
Gods(Gieek) 714,740 ft 
Gods of Homei . 735- 
Goethe- 192 n, 384 
Good (the) 405 ft, 519 ft, 747 
Good and bad 424 ft, 519 ft, 523 
Good and o\il 773 ft 
Government 473 f, 605 f 
Grace 623, 636 
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Greek leligion 709 ft 
Guilt 488 ft 

EamUt' 740 n 
Handwiitmg. 344 
Happiiiebs 616 ft, 624 ft, 630, 
634 ft, 
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Hero 673 
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History 801 f, 807 f 
Histoiy ot Philosophy 26 f 
Holiness 637 f, 663 f 
Homei 735 

Honesty 433 ft, 450, 543 L 
Hume: 517 n 

Humiliation (Divine) 773 f. 
Kymns 717,720 
H;y’pociisy 641 f, 669 ft 

hUa 114 

Idealism* 113, 273 ft 
Immediacy 155 ft, 658 ft, 760 ft, 
803 t 

Implicit (and explicit) 9L 
Impulse- 618 f, 634 
Incarnation 758 £, 761, 764 f, 
776 f, 778, 780 
Indian religion - 702 
Individual 89 ft, 302, 324 f , 377 ft, 
501ft 

Individuality 223, 333 f, 345 f, 
349 f , 391 ft, 403 f, 407 ft, 414 ft, 
419 ft, 484 ft, 566 f 
Infimty 207 ft 
Inner (supersensible) 190ft 


Imiocence 579 f, 770 f 
Insight 552 ft, 559 ft, 606 £* 
Instinct* 298- 
Intent 432 ft 

Intention: 153 ft, 206, 557, 550, 
565 ft, 575 f 

Interest (self)* 422 ft, 520 f. 
Intuition 71, 78 ft, lOS f, 155, 803- 
III liability 302 ft 

Jacobi 667 n. 

Jews 366, 699 n 
Judgment 120 ft, 67 1 ft, 696 ft 
Justice * 480 f 

Kant 38, 43, 80 n, 107, 277 n, 
289 n, 443 n, 553 n, 657 n, 560 n, 
608 n, 629, 802 n 
Kenosis 755 ft, 767, 780. 
Knowledge 130 ft, 135 ft, 652 ft, 
799 f 

Labour* 238 f, 242 
Language 340 ft, 529 f, 660 f, 
716 ft, 729 
Law (ethical) 466 ft 
Law (of freedom) 602 ft. 

Law (of the heart) 391 ft 
Law (moral) 441ft, 446 ft, 621 ft, 
632 £ 

Law ( 01 game) 294 ft, 303 ft 
Law (physical) 195 f, 288ft 
Law (of reason) 440 ft. 

Law (of thought) 329 ft 
Leibmz* 802 n 
Lethe 743, 

Leucippus 97 n 
Life- 220ft, 297 £, 316 ft, 326 i 
Light 699 ft, 704, 726 ft, 802. 
Logic, 97, 106, 115, 

Logos. 767. 

Lordship 229 ft, 604 ft 
Love. 468ft, 769, 784 f 
Lucifer* 771, 

Luther 763 n 

Macbeth^ 740 n 
; Madness 396 ft. 
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Man and woman 468 ff. 

Marriage 474 
Matenalism 590 1. 

Mathematical knowledge 100 
Matter 292, 592 ff, 606 H 
Mean, Meamng 153 168 f, 280, 

327, 347 £f, 577 f 
Mediation 82 f 
Mediatoi 265, 780 ft 
Memnon 706 n. 

Method of philosophy: 22, 95, 
115 f, 139 ft 
Mind 29 f, 368 f 
Mmstrel 732. 

Mohammedanism 699 n 
Monarch 533 ft 
Moral action 630 ft 
Moral certamty 645 ft, 653 f, 
661 ft 

Moral consciousness 613 ft, 024 ft, 
648 ft 

Moral contradiction 638 ft, 644, 
Moral law (see Law) 

Moral postulates 617 ft, 632 ft 
Moral progie&s. 618 ft 
Morality 381,613 ft 
Morality and nature (harmony of) 
620 ft, 630 ft 
Motion (law of) 199 f 
Mystery, 726 f, 727 n 


Nation 460 f, 467 ft, 709, 730 f. 
Nature 518, 615 ft, 622 ft, 777 
Nature and Spirit* 777 f, 807 f 
Necessity. 387 f, 391 ft, 805. 

Needs (wants), 469 
Negativity: 96 ft, 1 IX f. 
Neoplatonism, 756 n 
Nervous system 363 ft 
Nether world 494 ft. 

Noble, nobility 526 ft. 

Notion (Begnft)* 20 f, 30ft, 115 ft, 
149, 243, 281 ft, 794 ft, 808 
vovg 114 

Novahs 93 n, 676 n 
Now: 151, 164 ft 
Number 317, 324. 


Observation 281 ft. 

Odyssey 733 n 

Oechpus 490, 493 n, 740 n 

Oiacleh 717 f, 740 

Ordmanco (Umvei^al) 399ft 

OiebtCH 740 n 

Oi game nature 293 ft 

Organic proixudios 302 

Oignns* 353 ft 

Original natuie 420 ft 

Ought (and is) 289 f , 443 ft, 450 ft. 

Outei and innei (mental). 339ft. 

Outei and inner (organic) 300 ft. 

Polmifatiy 342 ft. 

Pantheon 731, 754. 

Paients and childien. 474 ft 
Parsec, 699 n 

Pathos 491, 718, 726 f, 732, 734 
Pcicoption {analysis of) 162 ft, 
Pasonalxty 233, 501 1, 600 ft, 
645 1 

Phenomenon \ Api>eaiaiice 
Phenomenology of Mind, aim 
12 ft 

Phenomenology of Mmd, argu- 
ment 19 ft, 41ft, 50 f, 88 f, 805 
Phenomenology of Mind, construc- 
tion* 16 ft 

Plnlosophy 20 ft, 29 f , 65 ft, 124 ft. 
Philosophy and ratiocination* 
117 ft. 

Phrenology 361ft 
Physiognomy: 342 ft. 

Piety* 475 f. 

Plants (m religion) 702 f, 7051. 
Plato. 49, 129, 147, 353. 

Pleasure 384 ft 

Postulates (moial) 617 ft, 633 ff 
Powers (division of) 603, 
Preservation (self) 299 
Priesthood 562. 

Property 448 f 
Psychology 331 ft, 351 f 
Purpose 83 ft, 195 f, 296 f, 367, 
422 ft, 515 f, 616 ft, 630 ft 
Purposiveness 574 ft, 684 ft. 
Pyramids 704 f 
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Raisonnement 117 
Reahty 391 ff, 4=03 f, 428 f, 451 f, 
467 f, 514 ff, 630 648 f 

Reason 32 83 f, 272 439 S, 

446 n, 457 E 
Rebellion 639 f 

Recognition 229 ff, 645, 660, 660, 
677 f 

Recollection 807 f 
Relativity 52 
Religion 551, 685 
Religion (of beauty) 709 ff, 
753 

Religion (monumental) 704 
Religion (natural) 694, 696 
Religion (revealed) 750 £f 
Religious communion 762 £, 767, 
783 f 

Repioduction 302, 307 if 
Revelation 757 £f, 761 
Right (Law) 501ff, 537 f 
Righteousness 480 f 
Romanticism 71 n 
Ruler 492 f , 504 ff 

Sacrifice 265 f, 627 f, 585 £ 
Scepticism 136 f, 246 ff, 503 
Schelhng 17 fi, 38, 77 f, 80 n, 
803 n 

Schillei 808 n 
Schlegel 7 1 n 
Scliloiermacher 7 1 n 
Schopenhauer. 692 n 
Science (philosophical) 73, 76 f, 
86 fi, 97, 112, 129, 805 ff 
Sciences (specialised) 66 ff, 134 f 
Self 457, 484 ff, 617 ff, 560, 649 f, 
658 f, 678, 686 ff, 759 fi 
Self certainty 2 1 8 fi 
Self-consciousness 210 ff, 218 ff, 

I 374 ff 

Self-estrangement (cultuial) 509fi 
Self-mterest 422 520 f 

Self-sufficiency 668 
Sense-consciousness 149 f£ 
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Sensibihty 302 ff, 618 ff, 634, 
638 

Service 239 f, 527 
Sexes 478 f, 486 
Shakespeare 347 n, 359, 740 
Shape (organic) 315 ff 
Sm 779 
Skull 355 ff 
Solon 342 
Soul 301 

Space 103,221,807 
Species (and genus) 285, 323 f, 
616 ff 

Sphinx 707 n 
Spmoza 80 n, 802 n 
Spirit 3iff,85f,227,457ff, 677f, 
686 ff, 758 ff, 798 ff 
Standard ( critei ion ) 447 ff 
State 467f, 519ff 
Stiilmg(J H) 20n 
Stoicism 243 ff, 502, 752 ff 
Stubbornness 240, 244 
I Subject (divine) 759 
j Subject (individual) 661 
il Subject and object 43 f, 790 f 
j Subject and substance 80 f, 83 f, 

’ 113 £,797, 801, 803 f 

Supersensible world 191 ff, 203 f 
Superstition 561 ff 

Teleology 295 ff 
Terror (reign of) 599 ff 
Thing, Thinghood 163 ff, 792 
This 160 ff , 163 ff 
Time 104 f, 763, 800 £, 806 f 
Tragedy 736 ff 

Tnmty (The) 253, 555 n, 767 f, 
772 

Truth 70 ff, 81 f, 98 f, 100 f, 133, 
139 f 

Unchangeable (the) 262 ff 
Understanding 93 f, lllff, 175, 
180 ff, 686 

Undertaking (task) 620 
Unhappy consciousness 261 ff, 
752 f 

Umversal Ordmance 399 ff 
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TJppei and under woild. 481 f, 
723, 739 

Utility, 57Sff, 594 if, 657 f. 

Valet* 673 
Vanity* 547 f 
Vassal 528 
Virtue 40D fl 
Virtue (ancient) 409 f. 

WaHaca (W.) 787 
War 474, 497. 

Wealth, 519 536 if 

Wickedness 673 f 
Will 428 f, 432 if, 600 ff. 


Wit* 543, 

Woman, 476 fl, 482, mi f 
Work 232 f, 237 f, 247, 259 
340 f, 42317, 462, 519, 602 
704 if, 723 f. 

V 01 k oi Ai t (ahsti (u t ) * 71 3 tl 
Work of Alt {hvmg), 725 it 
Work of *Vit (s^aritual), 731 if 
World lulei 504 ft 
World's cour*^o 402 ft 
Worship: 6631! 

Worahip of natural objects 609 
Wiath (of God) 773 

Zeus 740 ft. 
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